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HEARING ON INDEPENDENT STUDENT. STATUS 



THURSDAY. OCTOBER 2T, 1983 
. H0U8K OF REPjftE8ENTATlVB8, 

Subcommittee. ON P08TSECONDAUY Education, 

Committee ON Education AND Labor, 
I Washington, D.C 

The subcommittee met. pursuant to call, at 9:46 a.m.. in room 
2267, Riavburn House Office Building, Hon. Paul Simon (chairtnart 
of the suDcommltte?) OT^^ * " i " ' 

Members present: Representatives Simon, Kogovsek, Harripon, 
Pertny, Packard, Gunderson, ana Petri. ; . ; 

Staff present: William A. Blakey, ^uhsel and staff director; 
Marvin McAdam, legislative as8istant;^nd Betsy Brand, Republi-, 
can legislative associate. * ' ^ ^ 

Mr. Simon. The subcommittee will come to order. We are con- 
tinuing our hearings preparing for reauthorizat;ion of the Higher 
Education Act, This^momlng's hdaring is the independent student 
definition. \' / ' * , 

The status of the independent stiident has received considerable 
attention during the 1982-88 schoohj^ear because of ajroposal by 
the Department of Education to change the currpiit definition. The 
bain thrust of the Department's proposal to require a' studeiit 
to be 22 yeare of age or older to be considered eligible for independ- 
^ient status. > / * \\ . 

Discussion of the definition of the indepOrident student has exist- 
ed for more than a dec'adel The importance 'of the definition ha^i 
increased as the amount of Federal dollars for student aid pro- 
grams ha& declined or femained constant and the number of stu- 
dents requiring aid has increased. . ' ' . . ^ 
' " The current definition has three main components. No. 1, the 
student has not lived with the parents for more thflm 6 we^eks; No. 
2, the student has not'and wiir not receive more than $760 support 
from the parent in the cilrrent year; and, three, the parents have 
not qlaimed the student .as ah income tax exemption pn their last 
income tax form. * * ^ ' 

While there are aneqdotdl horror stpries arid mynad opinions cir- 
culating on independent students, none of these should form a 
basis for Federal policymaking./Our puipo&e today is jo learn the 
facts about independent students. Amonfe the questions we wll ask 
are these: Are there mfi^or abuses by stiident^. claiming tx> be ihd^ 
pendent who,' in fact, are: not? ^^vo, what types pf student change 
. their status from dependent to independent? And three, what are 
the cost implications , for the Federal Government in studehts 
claiming independent statjis?.^ . . * ^ . 



Finally, tho subcommlttoo la particularly Intoro^tod In hooring if 
thoro i8 an indication In thp Oxlatlng data that current doflnition 
should. bo altorod, and if 80. aro there existing oltornativo defini- 
tions that should be explored? ' » 

. Our witnesses will be token as a panel here and they ar^ Linda 
Berkshire, staff dlroc^tor, Nationol CoaHtion on Student Financial 
Assistance; l<arry Gladieux. tho College Board, accompanied by Dr. 
Alan Wagner; Keith Jepson, Illinois State Scholarship Commission; 
and Gary Smith, deputy for gronts, Pennsylvania Higher Educa* 
tion Assistance Authority. , . 

If they' will take tho stond,^at tho same time I wil) coll on my 
colleogues to see if they . have anything to odd in the way of open- 
ing statements before we heibr from the witnesses. 
Mr/Harrison. 

Mr. 'Haurison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just really w^nt to 
apologize because I will not be able to stay and Hstei^ to the testi- 
mony.. I have a longfscheduled meeting for 10, but I had the oppbr- 
tunity to hieet with a number of those folks yesterday and I think 
wo had a very good discussion and I think you are in for a stimu- 
lating and informative hearing this morning. ' 
Mr. Simon. We thank you. 

Mr. Packard, do you haye anything in the way of an opening 
' statement? ' , : 

Mr. Packard! I have none, Mr. Chairman! I am just pleased tq be 
able to hear this item. I will be pleased to hear from the witnesses 
that have been called. 
Mr. Simon. Good. 

[Opening statement of Chairman Simon follows:] / 
Opki^inq Statement or Hon. Paul Simon, a Reprksbntativb in Ponqress From 

THE I^TATK'Or lUJNOIS, AND CHAIRMAN. SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSBCONDARY EdUCA* 
TIQN ' ' N 

Good morning. Today we are continiiing our hearings for reauthoriyitidn of the 
Higher Education, Act. The focus bf this morning's hearing is the independent stu- 
dent definition. The status of independent students received considerable attention 
duriog the 1982-83 school year because of a proposal by the Dcfpartment of Educa* 
tion to change the current definition. The main trust of the DopartmenVs proposal 
was to rcfiuire a student to be ^2 years of age or older to be considered/eligible for 
independent, status. ' , - . * • ' 

Discussion on the definition df independent students has existed for more than a 
decade. The importance of \he definition has increased as tfie amount of Federal 
dollars for student 'aid programs has declined or remained' constant, and the number 
of students requiring aid lias increased. The current definition has" three main com- 
\ponents: • . ^ - 

• \ The student has not lived with the parents for more than 6 weeks (42 days); 

2^he student has not and will not receive more than $750 support froni the parent 
. in the current year; and . * t * « , . 

j The parents have not claimed the student as an income tax exemptioft on their 
last income tax form. ,\ ' * 

/ While there are numerous anecdqkaT ''horror stories" and myriad opinlpns circu* 
' fating oh indei^ndent students, none of these should form a basis for Federarplolicy- 
. making. Our purpose today is to learn the facts about independent students^ 
.. ' Are there mc^or abuses of t^e definition by -students clefiming to be independent 
who fire not? I . * , - ' 

What types of students ^hangct, their dependency status to Independent? and , 
. What are the cost implications /Or the -Federal Govemmient in students^Dlaiming 
independent status? " | . 



Plnttlly^ th« nubcommlUw lii4mrtloul«rly IntorenUd In hearing If th©r« In n bfliili 
In ejclailng data Indicate thUi the iurrent'^eflnltlon should be altered, end If eo, 
. are there exieting alternative deflnUloni that ihould be explolred. , 

Our WltnowoA todoy <>re LIndo Uerkuhlre, staff director of the Coalition on Stu- , 
dent Financial' AasiiiJUince. Lawrence QladleuK, executive director, the Ulloge 
Board, Keith Jbpeen of the Illinois State Scholartihlp Commission, ond Gary Smith 
of the Pennsylvnnlo Higher Education Assistance Authority, We welcome yourall 

'Mr/ Simon. Linda BorkeWro, thq staff dli-octor, of the Natfonal 
eoalltlon on Student Financial Assiatanco. \ 
Wo are pleased to have you her?, , / \ ^ 

V ' Mb. Bbrkshiub. Thank you, Mr.. Chairman. I apologize somewhat > 
fqr the roforoncos In tho testimony. Our Ghnlrman, Francis Kpppol, 
wh6 I know you know; Mr. Chalrrrian, and sovoral of tho subcom- 
. mltteo members also knpw, was fichodulod to testHy oh bphalf of 
the cottUtion and was unable to make the change in hearing schdH- 

•'ulo, . • \ ' V ; 

1 Our testimony Is a littlq bit lengthy ,to read; straight off so If you 

\Vill beor wUh me— — \ ' ♦ • ^ 
; Mr. Sim6n> We will enter your full statement in the tocoM and 

wq will do the same for* the others. If you would care to summarize 

it, that woUld be fine. / 
^' [Prepared statement of Fraticis Keppel follows:] \ ; 

PjlKPARKD StATEMKNT OT PnANCIS kni^PKL, ClIAmMAN, NATIONAL StUDKNT AiD 

, ' Coalition 

Chairman and mombora of the flubcommiWSOo; I thank you for tho opportunity 
to appear before you today to Bpcalc about particiJ)ation of the independent, «elf-sup- 
portjng student iff Federal student aiaifltahce programi. . ^. j * 

I wna invited to testify today fii^my caoaqity as chairman of the National student 
Aid Coalition. The Coalition cohsists of. 86 national organizations and assoclatWns 
with an Int^Jrest In student^lnanclal .aid programs arid policies, and four public 
members. The Coalition U/a voluntary body that provides primarily a mochantsm 
for focusing the potspecHves andkpncerns ora variety of interest groupa in idontlly- 
ing Issues and helping coordinate the devel<»ment of national student aid oollclos 
among Federal andstate ogenclesi3»nd institutions. We are concerned with such 
issues as deflnltiohs, arid student aid' public Information program^. „\ T 

/ I. One of th/^ program "definitions'^ Is the definition that operates in the Federal 
stfldent ald^rograihs to distinguish self^iupportlng student^ Irom those students de- 
endeptt^on parents for financial support. This aspect of determining eligibility for ' 
j^'odefal student aid h/is been under dlscusslon—at tlmes^more heated than at 
Others— on and off, for the past decode. ^ r a j 

A similar version ojf'the current thre^Ppart definition, a ^'test? of a^tudent s de- 
pendency status, was fi^t Instituted for the Pell Grant program in 1973 and was 
* designed to provide the student with the^n^^eans to demonstrate a history of self-sup- 
port. This definition incorporated, three principles that has evolved separately, In 
the different Federal aid programs^since 1959: ^ . .T. .j , i j 

Information on parental suppont should b^ from the year in whith aid is received 
and from the year prior (base year); to the receipt <Jf aid as ; refllected by Federal 
income tax returns. » . j ' 

Information should be provide^ on residence In the parent s home and on. » 
Significant parental support in^money or in kind. . \ 

This definition remained unchanged for the basic grant program until m9 and 
was adopted for the campuaJiMed programs in 1976. * J / , 

The basic criteria are yS^eniially the same today. as thev were in 1973— adjust- 
ments have been made-to the maximum level of support that may be provided by 
pdrents, to the limitafion of time of residence with parents, and to thtf application of 
the definition' to married students as stipulated in thd-EdfJcation Amendments of 
1980. (See appendix I.) , . ' , . / ' j 

' The Coniwiittee, of,cours«, well aware;; of the basis of the present system, and its 
^/leliance on the fconcept of. family support and contribution, and aware o^^^f various 
;J:oncems aboyit its operation. I have attached to this testimony as appendix II a brief 



ftfcount of rmuil (liW<ilo)iinc^ntii m nm\ hy the Coalition in thp liopii tlwit It fiilght Iw 
lutlnhil In t it» coinmltto^H (ii»lll)<MiiilonN. 

Iho eoinihlitiHi riKiuimMlnfurnHitlon that tli& Coulltton mlglit Imvo on iniloiHuid' 
tint^iotuN ikr Mtudont llnancliil nid nppllcnni«. TIiIn to^tlmonv id bniiod on dnlu on 
niitloniU MtiWlint nid proarnmi nnd rocfpUht dntu flloii nnd other rclntod Htudioi ob- 
, tnlnml In th© iVit (1 montb, 'rr^ * 

II. Tho tonlltTon wnu pftrtlculnrly Intei^OBtpd In Inforrfintlorfori tho rttt<J» of partlcl- 
pntlon V.lndupcjndont HtudunU.ln tho fodorfti prognimtv nnd whothor Or lV)t thiw 
nmnborN hud changod HlKnillcnntlwovttr timo In tho IHito 22 yonr old auo Kroiip, l.o., 
•.traflltU)nnr Btudonta In undorgroduftto cpur«owork fo^ whom parontlal support hoH 
nnd contlnut^H to bo.gttnorally oxpoctod whoi^e'tliero U ability to pay. 
>.Wo poHod tho following (luoHtlon^; Doen tho doflnltlon of Indopondont fltotun accu- 
ratulv rofloct tho guiding public pqllcy: to'provldo »ii«l«tnnco only to the oxt^nt to 
whltfh parontal roHourcua nro unavftllablp? Dooh tho oxlstlng doflnltlon ullOw or on- 
courago nubile fiuulH to flupplnnt i^nrolitt^l contrlbutloiut for oubHtanltal nuinborH of" 
Htudontit? , , ! 

Ivot rn(J ro|H)rt what wo fouijdl , . | 

(J) ChanffvH in CoUvae hirticipnthn Haicn and Student Financial AsHintanQe, 1969, 
1971 and m\ \- \ 

> '.An ApijlM SyHtoma InBtUuto, Inc. Bt\idy^ analyzed tho changing cliaractorifltica of 
tho indopondont population over tho poriod of tho IU70'b. Tho author cautlonH tluit a 
CmiHnI rolfltionghlp between student flnnncinl n8«l8tan,co «ml prtrticlpntion rntc« 
cannot, bo proven. IIIh roHUltH, however, HUgguHt certain relatlouHhipH fwtwoon «tu" 
dent nid iuul participation wl]ich may bol^acfid in guiding further atudy or exami- 
nation of related Inmuoh. «. * ' 
Jhe 18 to 2i year old populntloh deter;ninod to bo independent was: 



Indcjwnilent individuah an a percent of the total jxipulation IS-'M 



lOfiJ) V : 43.(5 

W4 : 48.2 

1981.. .; 42.5^ 

The percentage of the independent studenta in college also peaked in IJfid. 
Percent of enrolled population independcnl by year 

1000 ' ^ /ll7 

1074 ./ ::::::::;;:.;;.;:::.:.::::::::;;:::;;::::;::;:::::::::;/ lao 

m\ , ._^....! \ 15.8 

The final analysis describes participation rates~i.e., percentage of age group— of 
the independent population 18-24. y 

' > ^ ^, Participation rates of independent students J 8-24 ^\ 

19^0 :: : : , ^ 8.4 

1074 ^ 10.4 

1081 : 10.4 

The census data ihdicates that the population over 25 in college has increased 
since 1974. In I074,^older students made up 18 percent o|;.the enrolled population 
and in 1081 they made up 28 percent of the population. These students were defined 
as indcpendcpt in the ASI study, - 0 

In summary, the author concludes that there appears to be no significojit increase 
in .either the incidence of independence or the participation rates of independent 
students aged 18-24 since 1974, fcjiough there has been an increase in the number of 
oldcj- students enrolling in college. ' - ^^ 

(2) I}ata from tf^e Educational Testing Service on California-Applicants " . 

In an effort to gain additional information on the effect of a, more restrictive 
\test" of independence, the committee asked the Educational Testing Servic^to pro- 

phn Lee of Applied Syatertia Institute. Inc.. supplied the committee with data related to the 
overfiU participation ratea of independent students in postsecondary education, drawn from a 
study (^epared-for the National Cdt\imission on Student Finanical Assistance. 
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vido (ktA^from th« ni§ oKiiiudonU ii^brhiuinlryiitud^nt iMd'a^pll^atlldn tor Caliro^ 
t\\n\ thd StAte of GdUrornla r«quire»itya«nlvTo respond ,to nimgtloni r«g»rdin0 «0lf* 
MUbportlnif iUucn^/or tho ytiar of upplloatlon andafor an oddlilonRl three prior y«ari< 

or theli02.40rituden4who had niod an dbpllcAtlon; a« of February U, 
140,904, or 40 pefCont,jp^re oloMinod oi Indmiidont under the current Federal 
doflnttlon. If the d«nnMon re(mlr«d afx ndditlpKial lprlor yeor or»eir*iiupc|Ort,. IB pep 
cent (121,710) ore eliminated mm the independent group* If B prior yeara of Relf*- 
aunport are required, an additional H percent are eliminated from ooniideration m 
independent, bjiinging the totol ellntlliat^ fVom the original independent group iw 
21 percent ^ . * 

Indifptindpnt Studind in thif Fffdtml Student Aid Prourama 
Kfl^Oranifi^ln the Pell Qrant program, the participation or Independent atu 



donU haa Inci'eaied friAn »0.t) t)eroentln 1070-77 to m percent in This 
percentage gruWth ia lorgely reflective ofchangea in the urogram oligibility critorid, 
' program growt^^.and oxpuniion^ and incroaaing participation by older itudonta. Thin 
analytia ui born dut^y flguroi provided by the Department of Education (attached 
oa appendix III) wbich show that the porcontoge of the totol of eligible indapendent 
Poll applicanta undpr Itio ago of 22 haa actually declined during thatjuime 7-yeAr 
period, from 82.1 p^ent in 1070 to 80 portent in 1082. The table indiOAtea a alight 
drop in independent ^oligibleajbetween the agea of 28 and 80 and o growth In the 
percentA{(6 or,,over SChyeoPold'^ellgible independent applicanta from 20.1 to 25 pep 
cent. \ , , 

Campun'DoMifd /Vtw/ti^iCroDUtn hna been provided bv the Department of Fxluca* 
tion ihowing the diatribUtion of dollara and re^ipienta in the Federal campui baaed 
)rograma from 1074 through 1082. Aa o percentage of total recipienta. participation 
>v Independent itudonta peaked at 27 percent fn 1070-80 and haa declined ainco 
tnat time. In 1081-82 indopondont atudonta received 26 percent of the total dollars 
oxponded, compared to 21 percent in 1074-75. The AiU aet of comparative data is 
provided 08 appendix IV. . \ * ' ' ' * 

(5) Graduate and Prpfmional buidenti 

Dato from a atudy conduetedXjby tltt Educational Teating Sbrvico indicated that 
thoro are atrong^tjenderyciea on the part of parenta to reduce Support to atudenta a^ 
tending graduate and profosaional abhools.' While 70 percent or coltoffo aenlora In 
the atudv were dependent on poroiyta. only obout one*third of the enrolled graduate 
and profosaional atudonta were. QK those enrolled graduate and ' profeaaional atu< 
dents who wore conBidorecP dependent , on their parents, only about one-third ro' 
ceivied aipiy help from their parenta toilnance poat-oaccataureato coata. 

, (6) Chamzteri8tic$ of independent fUudehtB ^ ' 

Aa appendix V, we^ave included tables on the characi^riatica of aid recipienta for 
both dependent and independent student^. These atatlstlca are categorized by type of- 
institution attended* age and minority iBta^ua of recipients, and family income. Sepa- 
rate tablqa (tabloa 8 mid 4) indicate studentrexpenses and sourcea of aupport for both 
dependent and fndepondent atudenta. Tho data are drawn from aeparate surveys of 
student aid recipients at ' independent, public and proprietary institutions; the 
sources of these surveys are listed at the end of appendix V* ^ 

III. Mr. Chairman, ino^our letter you askedvapociflcally whether ot not the data 
available to'ua suffgesta that there are "major abusea of the current independent 
student definition. • \ 

First of all, of course* the data we have preseri^d do not lead to ouick and easy 
conclusiona. Much of the data lead inateoa to additional questiona that cannot be 
anawered effectively by the curreift information that is available and that looks at 
programs, students^ prolllea and trends on^a nationalvbosis. 

I might add that much of the kind of information b^e i^ould need to clearly sub- 
stantiate any' claims of abuses of the current independent definition wouid^havejto , 
drawn from a longitudinal bose-^tracking atudenta reclpienta from year to year. Un- 
fortunately, such a study has not been conducted as ra? as I know. However, the 
data available to us do not suggest m^jor abuses of the current definition of 
.independence by students and their familjes. • 
" ^ f ', *' ' " ■ • \ 

' * Data Trom Talented and Needy Graduate and Professiona! Students: A National Survey of 
People Who Applied ftr Need-Based Financial Aid To Attend Graduate or Professional School in 
1986-81. ETS. AprU 1D8?. \ * 
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On l)fll«nQ§, It Am not mmt\ r«ilfttlvi»ly, that ihm ei\)d©ntfl^^on»lltute ft henyljjr 
drAin on ih^ publk puri« thftti a dmd9 0110. Thu pstt^rn of ind#Pfnd@nl gtud^ni 
pftrll<jlpittlon'-©«p©clftlly wUhln, thu Fml^ral progfflm»-«ftpp#flri to hflve h«ld wft' 
MOfifibly iii«ady, * . . • cv *v . 1 * 

You iMikcKl cm well, bdied on o^ir «tudy of the Unu^, what deflrNUon of ltidop«nd«ni 
NtuUent Rt«tu8 wp Nhould r«ooinm9nd7 

In March'oMi)B$S, tho CoAliilon Adopted ihfi rocommondoUon of tU Gommltt«o on 
N«^« Aii#iMim0nt And'D^llv^ry thftlron«f additional baao year be added to the (Ju^ 
WrH fmlerflt deHnltion of a Relf aupportlnK ftud^nt^for undergraduatea>and that the 
current federal deHnltlon by continued for itud«ntii who are enrolled in educational 
proRrami l)eyond the flrit baecalureate.de^ree, M part of thii actloni the Coalition 
aide noted that: » ' . . 1 \ , , ; * » j 

(U Differentiation for eligibility for guaranteed itudeni loans should ))e reeo^i«ed 
wlihtn the pttrftni«i»r» of the needs test, and, f^irlher, the Denartnieni pf Isdueation 
Hhould promulmite rouulatlons which call (of the consideration of parental, rather 
than fitmlly incon»e in needs /analysis foV dependent studenU for guaranteed student 
loans, and . . . ' . * . * 

(2) The rocommendtttlon Is explicit Wlt)\ nycnrd to the mnlntennnce of the current 
FcHlernl definition for graduate and professional students. ^ 

This recommendation received the appr<r*al of 21' member oraanlRatlons present 
at the meetlpg, with the exception of the rep^resentatlve of the MB, Student Aasocl- 
ntlon who alwlalnetl. * . . , , , 

' The conutilttee revlewe<i ilie iHwUlon taken by the (Volition egali\ this spring. In 
light of regultitlons imbllshed bV^the Deit^y-lment of (education pro|)oelng mtvlor 
ifKxllflcatlons In the existing Independent Rtudent definition. This Is the }K)lnt at 
which the committee undertook 0 review of some of the data presented today and 
docided to hold to thb recommiffldatlon f|iat hod been advanced and approved the 
yp«r Ixjforo. , ^ ' • , 

Tho definition recommended by the Coalition grow out of long term dlscuijilon 
and debate and out of dofllre to achieve a measure of conseniui within the group 
6n a very important iwpect of student old policy. It wtu felt that the recommenda- 
tion repro»onto<l an npproprito policy responiw and modified reoeonably the existing 
doflnltion, specifically taking Into consideration: . ^ ' 

The need to establish o roasohable and verinablo history of eelf-sufnclency before 
an aid applicant can receive funds based on eligibility as an Independent student, 
emphasizing the primary responsibility of i\)o student and his or her family |n meet* 
ing college c<iiils« ' ' ' 

TheN:lear dlfforenco In perception In parental and public attitudes about graduate 
and professional study beyond the baccoluoreate degree. ^ ' 

The concern that any alteration to the definition not effect disproportionately 
anv identifiable category of tstudenU nor serve arbitrarily to Impede student access, 
f I must emphasize that- tho Coalition's recommendations should not be taken to 
moan there la consensus within tho financial aid community on this Issue. ' 

^ln view of the \ddlUonaI studies and research conducted since tho full Coalition 
last considered thtflmlependent student definition, I would be glad to go back, If the 
subcommitteewould like, and ask the Coalition membership for a review of the situ* 
otion. } , • 

Thank you for tho opportuoity to present this Information. 

AfrKNDlX I 

COMPARISON OF THE DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM IN 1973-74 TO 
THE DEFINITION OF INDEPENDENCE FOR THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM (AND CAMPUS-BASED 
PROGRAMS) IN 1982-83 ^ ^ ^ _ 

\m-U (Bjiic (Pell) Crint) I9B?>83 wd C»npu> Bj«d) 

5 * ^" 

"Indcpendcnl Studenl" means a studcfH who; "lodependcnt Student" is wludent who is: 

(iVa single student who^or 1981 ind 1982- 
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COMPARISON or m DEFINITION Of INOEPINOINCE FOR M PEU GRANT PROCRAM IN WhU TO 
THE DEFINIflON or INDEpDENCE FOR THE PEU GRANT PROGRAM (AND CAMPUS-BASED 
PROGRAMS) IN ISS^SSiintM, 



(i) Hill no) iihI writ M bi ctAirwd^i in iiitmpiiofl for (I) Hii npt Iwd if^ wN not N tor mpffl thin $ 
ffttorii Hm III purpoiH ^ Iffy pifiM mipi Ni mki ifmch ytir in !h« Ndrm o< thi puintli) tor 
01 M lp^^ tor th4 Ciitn^lf yMrji) ki lit) ii w|)pm income muii bi rv^N 1$ N 

f9c«fy9i) and (tM»i )f«ii) prior to fifuUtiOAa tor tDi N Grint #«) Mmpuvlii^ pf»^ 

1^ yiir tor wftich lit) i| nqtmN / rinu< 
(?) fill M (fctM mt) «irtl) M fiei}vi imci^^ (?) Ill) N iim^i iN M Ni cliumt) IM 
«iiliUac9 ^ tMn )|fOO (ti^ M §r (wf . t^r fidMi) income U« liufpoti^ ^ 

pir^nld) In tf« uMr yur In ti^lch lid ii pirtiitU) (or v^hom tnc^ inyil I^WsiU^ m^i 
IKKVK), ifk) )hi rjl^ir yur (tki^ )f«4f) prior \0 ( M| Io tN muUtioni for IN hit) (kiiifind ONnpu^^ 
N KK)^ ytir lor wfiith»iM ii f0quf)(^. uk) biwd profrimt ind ' 
(3) Iti) not liv«d or win not bvi in (hi hom« of I * (3) ftli *^nol tf0M im) wia not r^citvf finirKiil 
pAitnt tor mori tMn*? cortMCuttvi dutini thi ' auiiUnd tor mpri IhM I^^O in iKh yMr from lh« 
ulentlir yqr in wtii^h ik) it rocetvot) in<) tho citendif" * piimtd) tor. whom incorn« m\i to roportod Kcort)^ 
ywr (basi yMf),prior to \H ?M#nic y?iMor wt»i^ * ini Iq ll>i fl|ytat^9r^ lor tlw !¥) Qrmi ind cinw^ 
iMdMin^tM )»iiod proff or 

' ^ (b) AmsnfedttSfTit for iWI- f 

()) Wi» Ml lor nKiri thin I mis In tt« honn of 
' Itn p^rtntd) tor wttorn mm ms\ b« ii(iorf«(l 
, < ' < mn^i to Ihf rnufitiorii for [h« Pit) Grmi irid 

.umpMt^Mdproifimi; \ 
40 ()) W»l not bi diimid ii i (kpemknt .tor iKifri) 

irmi ta purptmt by (M pirint(i) tor whom 
^ » « - (ot»mi (m\ b$ rtportK) KCordlni to tht rifiJUtions 

for tht M Grint md urnpuvbind profrimi; md 
(3) m N riciMd ftninctil mittmci lor mori ihm 
^ $/50 from tht pirint(i) for whom irtcomt rrnnl bi 

\ . • ' rtportid Kcordini to tht rtfutitioni lorjht M Grint 

^ *. * * and CijjHHiVbMtd progrimi 

_ ; .„™„y 

. ' ' ArfKNDIX II 

RKCKNT CONCKKNI»-rA lIRttcr rKHIiriCGTtVi: 

Necd'bniKHl student old \» provided in a relotively prO(Cre«Mivo foJihion, aftor it i« 
detcrminod that parents hovo contributed* to the cosIn of pontAecondory educotion to 
the extent of their ability. The principle haa remained coniittent in policies adopted 
bv the 0)nKretw for proKnimH of the Federol Government and for the viuit majority 
ofiiid proKrnma odmlniiitered by fttatea and Inittltutlonfl. 

Indeed; the Independent s(uaont deOnition itfielf is an attempt to oiuiure that on 
individual student wiahinR to be considered seirsuM>orting does not have parental 
flnanclHl resources avnllablo which should bo accounted for in an assessment ofqfoil- 
ity to pny nnd program eligibility. 

< As tne^committee knows^ there have been suKgestions from student aid^dmlnis- 
trators and from the Department bf Educotion that n more restrictive definition of 
student independence would better direct limited student aid funds to those in 
tfrentest need. These suggestions flow mninly from concerns over student— with 
iivnilablc porenta) resources*— who misrepres^tlt their status or adopt independent 
status for the purpose of qualifying for higher levels of student assistance. Those 
who call for tighter controls feel thai the current definition too easily allows par- 
ents of. means to transfer the responsibility for fmanclng their chll(|iren's education 
to the taxpayer^^ means of eligibility for highly subsidized stuocnt assistance 
funds. , f ' . ' 

Within the coalltiorf comnvunity, there has been expressed cquat concern for the 
problems for students and families if the national deHnition should be madd more 
restrictive. A definition which seeks to establish a.longer history of student self suf- 
ficiency or that employe a minimum age criterion* they argue, would impede or 
eliminate from {Program eligiblllity large humbers of students, both traditional and 
•non>traditional, who have noN^ason to expect any degree of parental support, 
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, CAMPUS OAStD STUDENT AID PROGRAM RECIPiENTS (UNDUKlCATtD) 



ii;4*M 



UMkf^idmU ^. 

Dc^inikfll.'. 

,,Uf»i«|ridwtf^ 

!. f^m 

Mi^ionil itui^U ..... .. 

liu Ihin 

Wrjmi ,..„... 

J(AM number of fidpicntt,. 
ToUl (Mlif) twirdtd 



U50.274.M9 
?W,353 
, (M) 

}}7.e)i73:f 

14,901 
71.029,714 



1975 71 




(977*71 


l,424ill \ 




- L0O7.M4 


U2l.lk770 


I7U.939.SO? 


l|4U77.m 


333.470 


373.941 


aOI<974 


, ' m 


(24) 


m 


3l)mi79 


30M03.M7 


333.930.U0 


W) 


m) 


(15) 


mn . 


71.714 






IIS.114.041 





1.171.(32 
|9S«.000,000 



l,S33iSS 
11.739,311,472 



1.50$;i4 
11.201.1)7.437 




1411, 
IU29J91 



197IW9 



1979*10 



1910-81 



199142 



UnteflfM^ti 

U«J«(gflduili. , 

Pwcwi 

lnd(pifMlifl{.......u 

PWCWI X.. 

Griduju ind 

Proftuipnil itvdeftts 

Lwj \h» 

Hjif'i«m : :. ^ 

Tout numttr ol recipients 1.3(9,121 

TotiJ (WUfi iwwWd : 11.407.132.139 



911,060 
U37.5S9.07S 
330.437 
(24) 
3S137M75 
(25) 
12U29 
151.194^ 



1.117.V99 
9974,147.123 
510.425 
(27) 
415.49MS6 
(26) 
234.960 
195,014.131 



1.851.314 
91.585.355.415 



1.006,U8 
91.088,14 U77 
375.823 
(25) 
43U884I3 
(25) 
110.064 
197.949.118 
554 

1.493.275 
91.717.939,699 



1.071.347. 
91.011.144.870 
3714^ 
(24) 
391.525.579 
(71) 
104404 
156.536469 
648 

, 530.930 
1.507.619 
91.559.737.598 



Soufct: U.S. Dcpartmint o( Cducition. Offict of Studtot fVtfflCliI Atsbtmci, 
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• Appendix V 



COMPARISON DATA FROM PUBUC Wlj^NDENT AND PROPRIETARY INST^UTIONS \ 

Tablel— Profile: All Recipients of IfJeed Based Aid. ^ ^ „ ^ . /' rcf.; '^^ 

Table 2— Profile: Characteristics of Dependent and Independent Recipients ot 5>tu- 

^^Table^*3--Student Expenses and. Sources of Supporf: Dependent Recipients of 
Need-based Aid, 1981-82. * . , , ' j x o ''•'^ • 

Table 4— Student' Expenses and Sources of Support: Independent Rewpients ot 

Need-based Aid, 1981-82. , t : .1 . . ' . ^ 

Information on the studies. * ^ . 

TABLE 1 -PROFILE: ALL RECIPIENTS OF NEED-BASEfr AID, 1981-82 > 

• • . ^ * ■ . • Inslilution— . 



Independent 



Public 



Proprietary 



Average age, ;. ^.m.......... : _ 

Percent who are: • . . 

. 18 or less ^ ' 

19 to 21 r..:... : ^^v-; = ; . JJ - 

' 22tP*25 v ■ ■ ■ ' . .1 

- 26 or more; : ■ . J_ 

■ ■ : ' Total....:.-..............: ■ --r-— — ' "° : 

Percent minority . , ' , 

percent of family income: , • ■ . ' . 

■ / Under $6,000 ; : ' \° 

■ $6,000 to $12.000....; J. . j3 

$12.000 tO $18.0Q0 : •■ ■" ■"■ , 

" $18,000 to $24.000:....:.;......; ; ; . ]l 

■ $24,000 to $30,000 '^L.......^ ; J, 

$30,000 to $36.000.... ; ■ . \\ 

Over $36.000 ; • ' 

, ; ' ' Totak„.. • : ; lop 

Percent of status: • 07 

. . Dependent : : - .8' 

■ Independent...:...... ■• ; ■■ 



. 21 



ir 
47 

23 
19 



100 
35 



41 
19 

14. 
12: 
8 

4 ■ 
2 



:iqo- 

61' 
39 



25 



9 

38 
23 
30^ 



100 



56 
20 . 
11 

7 
.4 

1 

1 



100 

■ 46 
54 



TABLE 2.--PR0FILE: DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT RECIPIENTS OF STUDENT AID, 1981^82 - 

* ■ Ins titution— . : ■[ . , 

. Independen t Public Proprietary 

Dependent students: ; on - Hk 

Average age ; :■■ ' ^" . .. . ' 

;, PerceiU who are> v ^ : , :,\ 34 " 16 17 

; 18 or less..... : ;■ " '-^ R1 

■ 26 or more. : : • " — 

■ Total :.. :. : ~ . , vioo ; /loo . : 

Percent minority...., ; ■ 

1 Tables compiled by Elaine El-Khawas. Vice President. Pol^y Analysis, and Research^ 
.can Council on Education for A Policy. Seminar sponsored by The Assoaational Coun^^^^^ 
• Policjr^Analysis.and Research and the National Commission on Student Fmancial Assistance, 
June 3, 1983. . v. 

"13 



TABLE 2.-PR0FILE: DEPENDENJ Afft) INDEPENDENT RECIPIENTS OF STUDENT AID, 1981-82- 
; . v : ' • 'v " Corftiitued' 



Public - . Propfietaiy. 



Percent of family income*. • • • < . 
>V /Under $6,000 

• $6,000 to $12,000: 

$12,000 to $18.000.;......... 

$18,010 to $24,000...;..:..:; 

$24,000 to $30.000.. 



$30,000;to $36,000...., 
Over $36,000 .............. 



:\ Total..;. 

Independeirf'students: 
.Average age.: 



Percent who are: 
18"or iess.... 
19to21.....: 

. ' 2rto25. 

26 or more- 
Total 

^ Percent minority.... 



Percent of family Income: 

Under $6,000.. 

' $6,000 to $12,000.., 
' $12,000 to-$18.000, 
$18,000 to $24,000, 
$24,000 19.$30,000, 
$30,000 to $36,000, 
Over $36.000 



Total.. 



>..t^iA.., 



11 

12 

14. 

18' 

19 

13" 

14 



J00» 



68 
23 
7 
2 



100 



21 1 

"'20 ; 

.19 - 
18 

12 = 
.7 
3 



100 



25 



77 
17 

.5 . 
1 



100 



34 
73 
16, 
14*: 

8 

3 

1 



100 



NA- 




74 
18 



93 



TABLE 3.-STUDENT EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT: DEPENDENT RECIPIENTS OF NEED- 
^ BASED AID, 19M 



Indepeodent. institutions 



Public institutions 



Proprietary institutions ' 



1 - . 


Average 


Percent trf 


Average 


Percent ot 


Average 


Percent o! 




dollars 


total costs 


dollars ■ 


total costs 


dollars -. 


total cost 


student expenses: 














Tuition, fees 






$921 




$2,815 . 




Otiier 






2.844 




2.733 . 




Total, expenses.........:..-.... 


7.229 


100 


3,833. 


100 


5,548 


; 100 


Student resources: 














Parental contribution 


1.305 


18. 


469 . 


12 


481 


9 


. ^ 

Grants (need-based): . 














Pell... 


. '^529 


7 


714 


' 19 


970 


•18 


SEDG 


v222 


3 


117 


3 


128 


2 


' ■ State, (including SSIG) 


: 611 


9 


159 


4 


128 


2 


Institutional 


• 822 


11 


43 


1 


2 


■0 




2.185 


30 


1,033 , 


27 


1,228 


22 



TABLE 3.-STUDENT EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT: DEPENDENT RECIPIENTS QE NEED- ^ 
' ^ : BASED AID, 1981-82-^ 

^ - Independent Institutions Pul)lic Institutions ; Proprietary Institutions 

Average.. Percent of 'Average- ' Percent of Average Percent of 

. doflaR . total costs ^ ddbra • total costs . ^ dollars Jotal cost . 

Student employment: , . ■ , . ; 

College work-study ^ 428 " 252 ' 7 ' 66 1 

. State/lnstltution.i ^124 . 94 > 2^ .39 l ' 

- Total, employment »^51' .S"^ 346 . - "9^ „ 104 " 2 

'Loans: - ' - ' . ' * * . > > ' - \ 

NDSL 339 5' ^ 156 ^ 4. ' '(225 " . ' 4 

GSL/nSL.:....._.... 1.110 V 15 555 15 '1:235 - 22 

Wlutlonal ; 21 : ■ r .0 8 0 - 8 ' 0 

' Total, loans....: f. i.,.. - 1,470 ' 20 < 719 19^ 1,468 26 

Student contrilnition 891 : 12 546 14 423 -.8 

Other ^id : 569 , 8 282 7 193 4 

: ' Total, all resources 6.972 ' 97 3'!390 ■ 88 3.897 " 70 

Balance: Remaining need 257 c 3 • ■ 443 . . . 12 1,651 30 

Note: Each dollar figure is an average; individual averages do not precisely add to subtotal and total averages.. . • i 

TABLE 4.-STUDENT EXPENSES AND SOURCES OF SUPPORT: INDEPENDENT. RECIPIENTS OF NEED- 
BASED AID, 1981-82 ^ ' ^ 

• , ' , Independent inflitutions * Public institutions / ■ Proprietary Instrtutions 

. ' . Average Percent of Average Percent of Average Percent of 

V dollaTs . total costs dollars total costs dollars total costs. 

• Student expenses: . ^ . ' ' . . 

Tuition, fees.....: $3,326 ' $702;....:.....;:. , $2,831 

Other..:..........: ...:....-...; :.:........;.. 4:Sf98 ..!....:...:.... 5,370 .......y ' 4.578 

Total, expenses..::...:..:..... .. , , 8,224 100 6.125' 100 ' 7.410 MOO 

Student resources: ■ . . ; ; ' :v.' ' V- ' ' " ■ - . ■ 

Parental contribution...;.. ......;...... : 136 2^ 11 , 0 0 . 0 

"Grants (need-based): • • ■ : - 

Pell..... ;. .1,169 .. 14 832 . 14 1,101 15 

SEDG 76 \ 1 146 2 126 2 

State (Including SSIG) 1.013 ' 12 -158 * 2 54 1 

Institutional...............^.. :. 374 ■ 5. -31 1 0 0 . 

Total, grants......,..:.: .!........:..... 2,633 " 32 1,168 19 1,281 18 

Student employment . ■ 

College work-study.. 231 ' 3 276 . 4 35 : 1 

State/institution.......... 95 1 171 3 74 1 

Total, employment ;. 325 . 4- : 447 7 109 

Loans: * ' 

NDSL....:.... 143 ' 2 161 . " 3: 263 4 

GSL/RSL 734 9 534 9 . 1,221 16 

Institutional : ^ 44 0 17 0 . 13 0 

Total, loans....:. :._.................. 921 11 712 12 M97 ■ ; 20- 

Student corttril)ution .....:..... '2.096 . 26 1,959 32 2,070 ' ' -28 

Other aid , :.. ,...1. 667 , , 8 ■ 339 6 292 ■ 4 

Total, all resources: I.. 6J/7j 82 4,636 76 5,249 71 

Balance: Reriiaining need......-:. ,1.4^7 18 1.48ff " 24 2.160 " 29 
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• For further information on £he studies: • \ . . , / 

Recent Trends in Financial Aid to Studefits Attending ^dependent Colleges and 
Universities, by Virginia Hodgkinson and Julianne Still Thrift. , 

Available froml The National Institute of Independent Colleges and Universi- 
ties, 1717 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W., Suite 601} Washfegton, D.G. 20036. (202) 
483-9434: $2.50 per copy. ; * 
Student Aid and Public Higher Ediucation: A Progress Report, by Jacob A. Stampen. 
^Available from: The American Association of State Colleges and* Universities, 
' One piipont Circle,,Suite 700, Washington, D.C. ''20036. (202) 293-7070. $5.00 per 
■ copy.'' . ^,■ ,.; ' ■■ . ' / , ■■ 

' .Proprietary Vocatic^hai Schools and Federal Student Aid: Opportunities for the Dis^ 
♦ ; advantaged, by -Wellford W^ on * 

: Stud^n^^^ - 

\ 'Ck)pies of this report^^^^v^ he available through the ERIC Document Replrodud- 
tipii Service by gteptember 1983(J^ • - > - , ' « ^ . 

STA'^ENT OF LINdA BERKSHIRE, STAFF DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
* COALITIOnVoN BEHALF OP FRANCIS KEPPfiL, CHAIRMAN/^^^ 
TIONALCOALmONl^NSTU^ : 

Ms. Berkshire. I will jump around a bit in the writtep testimony 
as I attempt to summari2:e what . I consider to be the m^'or'ppints. 
The committee requested information from the coalition •jthat we 
\ might hav6 on independent status for Student financial aiJl appli- 
cants. This testimony is based on data f^om national student aid 
^programs and on recipient 4£itk files and other rplate'd studies ob- 
tained in the last 6 months!| 

, As we looked at this isj^ue, we jwere particularly interested in in- 
fortnation on the rates of j^artic^ation of iii^ependp^nt students , in 
the Federal programs and whether or riiat, these ' numbers* had 
chg^ged significantly over time, especiallyi^n the 18- to 22-year-old 
'group," what we consider to be and what is commonly known as the, 
traditional age group of students tha^t are enroUied in undergrad- 
uate course^ work and for whom parental support has and contin- 
ues to bfe^'generaUy expected where there is ability to pay. 

As we attempted |p ^gather some data to help answer these ques- 
»tions for bureelves \sre^p6sed the following questions: Do6s the defi- 
nition of independent status accurately reflect what we consider to 
be the guiding public policy to provide assistance only to' the extent 
tb which' parental resources are unavailable? Does the existing defi- 
nition allow or .encourage public funds to supplant parental contri- 
butions for ^substantial number of students? Let me report what 
we found. ^ '. > 

I will summarize the various pieces of data that we looked at 
that helped us to form a conclusion. First/wer looked at the changes 
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being, those rates had 
the 1974 area and then 
, 'We also looked ai so 
ice that had come fro: 
States— and I don't kno 
one — that require 3 pni 
for their own grant proj 
ents. So essentially it's tl 
We logked at \some da 
' not the student was elij 



In college participation rales in student .financial' assistance from 
^1969' to 1981, , the per^d. of the seventies; John Lee ctf Appli^ Sys- 
tems Institute helped'us by providing c^a on the characteristics of 
the independent population over the period of the seventies. 

Basically, 1 won't go over the data> it's befoi-e you in the testijcno- 
ny. We concluded froin his condusions in his study thsit the inci- 
dence of independent^, in the population as a whple— ;the 18- to 24--- 
year-old group had not increased since 1969. It peaked in 1974 and . 
essentially^ had remained iateatly since that time and, declined .also 
' in college- participationi4rates. ■ 

W^aVe provided delta on the current population sjHrvey hereH)n 
the incidence of independents in the popu^^ people 
enrolled in college anditHfe rates of those independent students in 
the 18- to 24-year-old category in college participation. The point 

t _. _ j.^^ i^^j L-Qt gone up, had pesdked at some point in - 

ad come down. . / 

e data from the.EduSational Testing Serv- 
California fibps. CalilM-nia is one of the 
and I should; whether^ey are the only 
years of information frbm the students 
ams before considering them independ- 
e year of appreciation- plus 3 prion years» 
from their.files to determiri^ ^yhether or* 

. ble for Federal programs, using 1 prior" • 

year of inifcpnation, whei^^ or not if you moved that" definition 
back to ipcfiiHe another ptior year, you would Ipse lajrge groups x)f 
"students from eligibility.' The data here is summarized, ThiHeen 
percent fell but of eligibility by moving the^definition bacJk 1 year. 
Another 8 percent wefe drbppe4 from eligi|)ility by moving it back 
anotj^r year. That was also part of our review. ' . ■'. 

Prob^ly of most impomnt-interest to the subcommittee is the 
data that we accumuktedi just recently on independent ^student 
participation in the Federal programs. -.^ . . - * * 

In the Pell grant program, the participation of indepertdent stu-^ 
derfts— ^nd you may wish td refer a^*I am mentioning this'to yoiftv 
to page 12 of the testimony4-it's"a fable in the back andvyoii can 
'follow ■ tWs— the participation of independent students has jii- . 
creased from 36.9 percenj; inhl976-7'Z to 48.3 in 1982-^3: We have 
felt that the percentage growth is largely reflective of changes in 
program eligibility, program g^^ jand expansion^ alid increasing^ 
participation by older students. . ^ - - : ^ i ' 

-'What is probably most impbrj^nt is «that the percentage, of the 
total of tfese eligible independent applicants in the Pell grant pfo- ; 
gram under th'e-age' of 22, which i^s the -group that most of the 
policy 'initiatij^es have been Idirected* at, has actually . declined 
during that-same 7-year period \from 32.Lpe^cent in 1976.t6 30 per- 

cent.in 1,982. / r * u \ ' . ' ^ t .t.i t- *- 
The table indicates a slight \ drop in independent eligibles be- 
tween the ages of 23 and 30 andla grb^h in the percentage of over 
30 population of eligible indepeimentsfrom 20 to 25 percent. 



In' the campus-based pi:ogramsr 
been provided by the Department 



hich is the next table, data h^ ' 
Education. These are undtipliT 



cated numbers from recip^^ the Cbllege Work Study; SEOG 
and NDSL' pYograiTis pve^ think, it's an Sryear period. The table 
shows the mstributioii of . dollars £m 1974 through 

1982. As a percentage of total recipientsfr participatipn by independ- 
ent students peaked at ; 27 percent in «'l979^8(l~the table xui^s 
acr(^ and. then abross again at the bottom— and has declined since 
ihattim6..:;'-:;-r''v^;^^ ^■^:'>;:. V .:^:-'' ■ ^'!.^v--S;: ' 
4. In 1981-82, inj^^^ received 25 percent of the total 

.dollare exMni^:com ; 
see as ivelli>8/ a/percentage of .the tot^^^ollars. ih^.the^dependent , 
' categbiyV^it'^ 'r^insiinMii^^ 25; percent 

^over'a full 8-yefilr' periddi^^ 15 '-ri'- - -v**" -fr . .^Li- ' 
^^G^€uiuat6^ to^ looked at a study; x;ou- 

ducted by the Educational Testing Service which indicated that 
there lu-e strong tendenci^ qn 

port to studentis atteading j^aduate and prbfessibhal schoois.^rh6ir 
study showed that Svhile 70 percent pf college seniors who werie de- 
pendent on their parents only ab6ut a third of the enfoll^ ^adu- ■ 
;ate and prof(^ionaI studeiits ' were. Df those enrolled gnraduat^> and 
professional students who were considered d^ipendent^ordy about a . 
third actually received any help from their jparehts tb finance post-* 
Jbaccalaureate education. /- ■ ; ^ V - 

: The last information that we looked at-— I won teike the time be- 
cause it would take some time to summaiize, but ^it's provided as a / 
serie^f tables for you at the jGnaf section of the' testimony as the 
final S^pendix, and these are characteristics of aid recipiients that 
are both dependent and independent, and I think it is illuminating:, 
and giving the subcommitf@e information about the* kinds of stu- 
dents that we are talking about that are independent of their par- ^ 
ents and particip£lting in student aidf.proj^ams.^ ^ ' , ; 

Thi§ data i$>brokQii down by the kind of ilisutution tHe stu(kg}ts 
are attendirtg--»pubUC, pmviate or prbpfie^ age and thdmii-' , 

nority status— and you wi^l see that; there are differences— tlrere ' 
are, . almost across the board differences in ' indep^deht and de^ 
pendent students in terms of the likelihood of thei^eing minority 
or their being older. The average ag:e is 25,tb 26. We have also 'i)r6- 
vided separate tables bii the differences that have been found ^^it'> 
the way that independent students and dependent students fin£a;^ce : 
their education in these sectors. T^S ' 

This data is'^provided byrryoii ^ave heard froni' seve^^ 
people— Jacob Stampen from the Public Data Base, he has worfe 
\<ritl> Public' Data Base tinder a three associatibnal financed 'atudy-^ 
and from Julianhe^Still Thrift at ^HIOT and from Biwiz Wilnas at 
Ujiiyersi ty of California, working wth proprietary students under 
aiSbriginal coiitract^^m^ 

T refer the com'nuttee to those studi^^ 
further information on what we have prpvided inj;he appendix. : 

Mr, Chairman, you asked lis to answer twp qiiestions on the basi^ 
of this data—whether or not "we concluded th£rt;;t|iefe^were m6^^^ 
abuses of the^ current independent student ^ofinitipn/I would add ^ 
that most of/the data we p^^esented dohT lead to qmcV and easy 
conclusions 'bf^caus^ it is somewhat pipcey. But- wh^ we *havb 
looked at I thmkywe can say^hat the data available to iis do not 



• suggest m^or abuses of the^current definition of the independence * 
.by stuflent^nd theil- families. * ' 

^^You asked as well, ibased on 6ur:itudy the issue, what defini- 
tion of independent atudenit status we would recommend. In March 
of. 1982— arid 1 renrfftd the subcommittee that that was over .l^ 
years ago— the coalition that I am representing here today adopted ^ 
/•^Jie reconimendation of ite n^ds assessment and de- . 

iive^ that one additional base yWar^be added to the current Feder- 
al, definition of a self-supporting student for uiidergraduates and 
the 'current Federal definiticMl: be who are 

■enrolled in educatioricQ^^roglr the Jfiret baccalaureate \ 

T^le definition adopted by the coalition gi-ew out of a long-terin 
discussion and debate in an attempt to dr^W some consensus*|^Qn^^^^ 
measure that we felt was an imiJortant part of public poUcy.o^^ 
thx)Ught that the recoirimendation at the time took into considera- 
tion the i\eed ^o es^lish a reasonable and verifiable hil^j^'of 
self-sufficiency before any applicant could receivjer funds bas^'on 
eligibity as an independent student and that it empl&siz^d/the pri- ^ 
^mary responsibility of the student and/or his family or her^M 
in meeting college costs. ^ / C jL<i5^rf^ 

> We thought it recognize^ that t)iere was a^clear diff^if^^ 
pierdeptioh in public and parental attitudes abwt^gradume/.^nd ptch : 
fessional study 'bey ori^ the baccalaureate degree anc^'^^^*^^^^^^^ 
nized the concerns that many had that'^any alteratic^^ 
tion of independent students. nol affect disproportionat _ 
tifiable category of students or serv^ arbitrarily to im)?^de^acce^^ 
for any students. ^ v ' * . v -u 

I emphasize ^ain that the coalition's recommendation should 
not be taken to tne^in that there is consensus*:^ithin the financial 
aid community on this issue and also that some of the information 
I have: presented here today, notably the information on the Feder:- 
. al programs, was not available to the coalition at the time they 
' took that ppsitiori. » - 

/ In view oLthis, Mr. Keppel asked me specificaUy to say to you 
that he would be glad, if the subcommittee would like, to ask the 
coition membership for a review of the situation and I thank you ^ 
for the opportanity to present this information.' , ■ ^ \; 

Mr. SiMON.T'hank you vei-y much for your testimony and for-the 
attached tables. * " 

Larry Gladieux. How do you spell your ^last- name? Is it I-E-U-X? 
V Mr. Gladieux. Yes. Gladieux. It is^a French name which is not 
pronounced French. • • ^ . » 

[Prepared statement of Lawrence Gladieux follows:] 

. Prepared Statement of Lawrence E. Gladieux, Executive DiriECTOR|\^ 
Washington OFFICE OF THE College Board 

Mr. Chaicman and Members of the Subcoynmittee, I am Larry Gladieux, Execu- 
tive Director of the WSshirigton Office of the. College Board. I thank ypu .for the oi^ 
portunity to testify on a centi;|il and delicate issue in the operation of student aid 
progBams: how t%distinguish'b€tween students who are financially dependent on 
. their parents and those who.are self-supporting. . j- 

' ' My organization, -an association of 2,500 schools and college?, has been engaged m 
the movemept during th? past quarter century to eliminate financial barriers to 
- higher education thtough aid to students. Creation of the College Scholarahip Serv- 
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• ^>ce as part of the.Gpllege Board in 1954 forrrraKzed tfte princitfle-end practice in the 
/■ f • , educationaKommUoity of awflrrdi^irf^id:^ccording to the^ finwicial need of students • 
and their famili^?. Since thefinid-19608 thVWashington Office of the CollegefBoard 
has focusdd special ^ttehtion ^iri the ex^nshai of fe^efal need;ba8ed 



— — , v.» vAAv «;Ami«oAuii VI tcHCiol iicvu^pomni awistance pro- 

grams and hascon^Cted poHcjr research ofi student aid? incIudinijaLstady pub- 
' tiBhedJast spring . entitlc^.j|$n^^ Defining 

• for theliearing record. 
" itdxo-autbors/Alarf Pv Wagner Joiiis niie today in presenting this tStimony. 

^ ^ The notice of .this^jigaaaig iwiuested/ur respo^ the* 
^ .data and analysis indtf^te about the /Qxt^nt tff abu^ ' 
;\/ ^ dennitlonj.e^d secono^bafiei^ on'n^ tknAM tuVinf ri^onoAo-bWriiii/i 

• thgcufrent fed^ 

W^'- tfie^umpti^mat : oarents Ktfw the pnmarj^ ottlgatiim Wj)ay children's 
V ^P'gher edu<at}iq!b,^ 

• ' tnbuted to/^^^xtent of their HnnHHsil iiKHifv A rnfYiliara: oabii^ i» ^u^^u^ 
'f needs olr^^l^j^' Who axe truly 
^bu4^reft5!rtt|^ta*j^ resour 
ex.6rvi^iJ^^>Kcate<f — 

^^^Bfi^^'^t^*'"*' "'^ uuiiege a^e is oecoming less typical of the iJbstsecofa- 
^^^ii^SS^S?:^ young^peo^le are stretching out tKeir education^ enroUinfe. 

PW^^K/^VoPPmg out, or allerhatingDeriods of work and education. More adults 
^^^^i^^''^ *?T "igner education: for a "second chance" or retraining and mid- 
^ carj(fei)||hange. N<? one would airgue^that the parental obligation lasts indefinitely, 
Khere taidraw the line is the "Question. At whnt naii^f nr HnH&r wWaf< 




neniai resources. Applying mes6* assumptions m the 19808/ now«i 
[ by shifting pat\erni;of coll^6^ttendan^ The traditional full- 
t student of/ college a^fe" is becoming less typical of the i*stsecoh- 
anv vounff^neonlp nrfk' fcfrpfnVtincr nut fVioii- a#liioaf;nn 



implicationb. With fede^l cutbacks and generally les^student aid 
e becoming Wre acutfe/ 11^ amount of a^^ 



j^y^ ta go' around, tradd:offs are utn;uiiiing more acui^. ^v^ amouni oraia award- 
tChstud^nte who are t^ate^d as selfHsiipporting is determined solely 6h the basis of 

If own income and assets. If atudentn Whlrvu^ nnrpVta mnlH ro(yannfiVilv'ka^vnA/>f- 



ri^T^^i^ ^"^°"1S,^"^ a^ets.' If students Who&e'^reiits couldTreosonabiy 3t^ -^^^ 
^ ■ " ' " itte-advantage of £id ttf(^ar<& by qualifying 



( to?Help pay college costs ar6 able to takfe aavancage oi^ia nrqgrarfiB Dy qualifying 
fder self-supporting ^efinitiQnSi^ 4ess i^$n0^ will be avaRamj for legitimate 
leqy, dependent and indabenHpnt fitnHpnfQ , \ ^ " . . ; <» . 



5i^y, dependent and independent students. ' , . 
What are the perceived flaws 'in this current federal defOiition? The federal defihir 
iQ°i};»"°L ^" J°rce. which looks much th'e same tod&y as ^h^n i£ originated imthe 
lybO 8, has three partSvd) a residence criterfbn (may^iojt Have lived wiQi parent or 
guardi|n for more than six weeks per year); (2) aTmaSiCial suppoH^critenon (rniisfr' 
not haV«Teceive(i. more than $750 in a ySar. from parents or*guardians); (3) an 
income deduction criterion (may not have been claimed as a dependent by 
parent or guardian for federaHncome tax purpos^. The first two parts of the test, 
""^"cial support^and residence, are difficult to verify and can Jfe easily circtirfSvent- 
ed. In;kind support from parfents and gifts fVom fpends^^ relativerrfor example, 
can simply be,,overlooked. As for the income tax criterion, familie^Jit choose to do 
so can giVe up the exemption ^or the otherwise dependenf stiide" * 
-most cases' the greater tax liability will be iriore than offset b, 
creased eligibility for student aid on a self-supporting basis: Andi 
not planned^ ahead in this way can file amehded tax returns af 
ture the same calculated benefits. So while the third part of the 
verifiable 4 through collection of sign^ copies of the federal inc©me lax lorm irom 
the parents), laid administrators repdrt that the rule is mariipulBttBdby at^eflst Irfme 
students and famihep: ■ i * q ; ' , . ^ -^/^ i: • ; 

The potential financial ti^^de-offs and the perceived loopholes iiUihe current feder- 
al definition have already«had two important Vesults in nracticei^ * V ' 
' L Liberalization in the way need itf i^easured^for ind^endent students has been 
deferred in recent years^,jargejy to avoid providing greater incentives for dependent 
students to^eclare independence. Existing need analysis systems appear to treat 
many self-supporting students too hai^hly. (ingress called for changes 4n this 
regard when it passed the Education Amendmtents of 1980, and (here 4ias been 
growing sentiment among financial aid admihistrators that need anal^issshould be 
less confiscatory in the treatjAent of the ihdeperid^t student's rfestf&CM. BCit by 
and large such reforms have been Iteld in abeyance-l^aiise of /a widespread percep- 
tion that the current federaLc^riteria: for establishing independence are tdo permis- 



./iq^ml^r,:and in 
the slitde^t's in; 
[nili^ t4^t have 
the Yact to cap- 
l0ral definition is 
le tax form jfrgpi' 



sive. Thus truly -independent students are being penalized in terms of the amount of 
'aid they receive because of apparent prbblepis in the definition. " . . _ 

2. A growing number of states and institutions havevadojJted stricter criteria for 
determining self-supporting BWitus under their own studentf aid programs, regardless 
of the federal definition. Of the' ten states operating the largest need-based state 
scholarship Jirograms in the cduntry, seven now require a tighter demonstratiwi. of 
independence than is necessary under federal rules. The Subc<?nimittee vsrill^ear 
from one of those states, Pennsylvania, at this hearing. The others include: Califor- 
nia, -Indiana, Minnesota, New JerseV New York, and Ohio. An eight state, Illinois, 
which is also represented at this hearing, I understand is oh* record calling for a 
change in the federal definition; Illinois is obligated to follow the federal rule since 
its scnolfiirship program is tied directly to the Pell Grant system, 

Now let me-tum to the College Board study, which we initiated ov^r a year ago to 
review the available national data that might suggest the extent of .the Rroblemjttnd 
to inform thfe search for an improved definition. Our aims were to estimate: (a) ymo 
is. qualifying as independent under the current rules, and (b) who would be afTected. 
by various options for change. Two limitations of the analysis should be noted: 

First; the data are drawn from a federally sponsored sample survey of students 
enrolled in 1979-80 (Study of the Impact of-Student Financial Aid Programs, or 
SISAP). There Is almost always a lag of a fev years4n the availability of such repre-. 
>sentative national data. .The drawback, of course, is that the data analysis does not , 
reflect any changes in enrollment patterns or student behavior since 1980. 

Second^ the survey data are limited to undergraduate enrollments. Thus our anal- 
ysis does not suggest how changes in the definition of independence mfght affect the 
, participation of^aduate students in the aid programs. A different se^f consider- 
ations is involved in how the independent student definition affects students ip the 
various graduate and professional fields. In the final analysis, the Subcommittee 
may conclude that separate criteria ^re necessary and appropriate to determine 
self-supporting status of undergraduate and graduate students, rather than applying 
the^me definition to both as is currently the case 'under Title IV of the Higher 
/^Education ^Act. The College Board study and Jthis testiniojiy, however, do not speak 
directly to \his question.. ^ 

y^he. Current Definition: What the Data Tell Us 

The number of students'dlassified as'indepwident under the federal definition has 
grown repidly in all aid programs during the past ten years: For example, between 
1976 and 1982 independent applicants in the Pell. Grant program increased by 50 
percent, from 1.2 million to A.8 million. 

It is -clear that a ra»at part of- this growth stems fron? increased enrollment ot 
older individuals, most of whom are unquestionably on their own financially. Be- 
cause of the general "aging of. the postsecondary student population, the number of 
legitimately self-supporting undergradutate students is likely to rise whether or not 
the definition is tightened. As Alan Wagner and Nancy Carlson write, the inde- 
pendent student problem" is, in large measure, the problem of *'how to accommo- 
date a student population that is^becoming increasingly independent under any defi- 
nition." » - 

At the same time, the data indicate recent growthMn the numbers of young^, un- 
married students in the independent category. In 1979-80 about 25 percent of iJnan- 
c 

no 

age or younger — r,-^. r . - . -jf- - . , 

the increase in the Qumber of independent students is coming from these single, 

youftfeer age groups. W ^ ■ \. ■ ^ ' , , 

One cannot draw firm cSndusions about the extent of abuse of the independent 
student definition based on such data. The analysis is only suggestive. Likewise, sev- 
eral states have attempted to gauge the potential scope of abuse. Studies in Califor- 
nia, Pennsylvania, and Minnesota tracing students over several years show that 15 
to 26 percent of independent student aidTecipiei>ts qualified as "dependent* as re- 
cently as two years previously. What all these analyses suggest is that a part of the 
problem may be the result of otherwise dependent students jn younger age groups— 
'"-and their families making calculated arrangements to qualify as self-supporting for 
,purposes of student aid. ii \ a. 

I also wish to reemphasize- that the national data do not yet reveal changes that 
may have taken place in the past three jrears. An^ it is worth noting in this regard 
that a new and potentially strong incentive for middle to upper middle income stu- 
dents to declare independence- has been in effect since 1981. In that year Congress 
imposed a $30,000 family income cut-off (with a need test required above that level) 
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for Guaranteed Student Loans. The flat income cap permits virtually all students 
wh9' claim to be financially independent of their parents to Qualify for^ subsidized, 
loans regardless of what other resources they npiight have availably. Data on recent* 
borrowing patterns in New York State may reflect the results of this situation. The 
overall dollar volume of GSL a^d the total number of loans declined by an estimat- 
ed 13*^percent in New York in 1982-83 as a consequence of the federal imposition of 
the $30,000 income cut-off. The number of borrowers, however, in the income cat^o- 
ry .below $10,000 jumped by an estimated 26 percent. This pattern may well have 
resulted from substantial^numbers of students declaring themselves to be financially 
independent of their parents to qualify ioir Uie program. : , 

Findings about AlkrMtive DefiniiioM v / 

pr^hkh have alr0iidy been implem^nM and iniititutlons. The poa-: 

■/Sibilwied' include: ;pr^v^Vv^^^ v-v^^v v>;i' 

JSxteiided tojc f iid^pen^nce^ be^^^iiired to show they were hot 

claimed as a dependent on a fedend income tax form for three or four years (up 
from two years in the current definition). California and .Washington State have 
both adopted a four^year tax independence requirement in a quest for expanded, 
: veriflable and direct evidence of the student's finanical separation from the parents. 
- The National Coalition for Student Aid, as indicated in its testimony to the Sub- 
committee today, has endorsed this approach. My own organization, thrbugh the 
College Scholarship Service (CSS) Council, is also on record favoringi>xtended tax 
independence. The CSS Council position is«tentative and will be revisit^ during the 
course of regional meetings of the College Board in the banning of 1984; other ap- 
proaches to possible reform of the independent student deflnition will be under con- 
sideration! 

i4^c.— The most easily understood, straightforward, and verifiable addition to the 
current definition is an age criterion. Indiana and New York, for example, r^uire 
that all students under age. 22, with certain limited exceptions, apply as dependent 
students. Students above age 22 in these stat^ inust meet the conditions of the 
three-part federal definition. _ 

Proof of self-sufficiency,— 'k mcyor objection to the^aderal definitidn is that it 
allows students to be classified as independent without evidence that they have es- 
tablished a pattern of self-supporting behavior. A self-sufficiency test would require 
students to document (through tax returns -or records of nontaxable incctaie) that 
they have had the financial resources to support themselves in households separate . 
from their peirents. Variations on such a self-sufnciency requirement have been im- 
plemented by several states as well as some colleges and universities. 

Being married and/or having dependents.'-The presence of a spouse or other de- 
pendents might be taken as a reasonable proxy , for financial independence. For stu* 
dents in the younger college-age briackets, marriage alone is perhaps not sufncient 
grounds for relieving parents of responsibilities for educational support, but the 
resence of dependents other than a spouse might signify a -truly independent 
ousehold. * * 

The Wagner-Carlson analysis estimated the effects of options using various combi; 
nations of all the above criteria. This testimony stresses alternatives involving age' 
and extended tax independence, since these are the approaches being most widely 
discussed. In capsule here are the salient findings: " 

Extending^ the tax independence requirement for two additional, years has about - 
the same affect on the total number of independent students as an option that de- 
fines all students below age 22 as dependent and uses the current federal test for 
those 22 and above. In both cases the number of undergraduates classified as inde- 
pendent would drop by about 15 percent. 

Using iust an age criterion (under 22 equals dependent; pver 22 equals independ- > 
ent) vastly increases the number of independent students in the 22 to 24"age group. 

Defining all students under age 22 as dependoit would in 1979^80 have caused 
roughlv 100,000 18 to 21 year old students with dependents of their own to be-reclas-:„^ 
sified from independent to dependentfa reclassiflcation some might argue with on 
philosophical grounds. . 

Whether one automatically counts' students age 25 and over as self-supporting or 
applies the current federal definition does not make a great deaP. of difference. Most 
students age 25 and up will qualify as independent in either case. 

CONCLUSION 

Let me now summarize our response to the two questions posed for this hearing. 



. On the extent of abuse, no available national data can firmly ascertain to what 
degree the current definition of independent status is being circumvented contrary 
to>the spirit if not the letter of federal policy.. We can only draw inferences from 
data on trends in th? number and . characteristics of studenta classified as wlf-sup- 
porting. We know that a large soui-ce of growth in the number of such students is 
the increased enrollment of adults, but part of the growth iral&o coding from the 
youhger, traditional college age groups. One can infer from the data that there is a 
problem and that it is not insignificant. Also,; recent developments not reflated in 
currently available national data may be accelerating the trend toward- independ- 
ence at the younger age levels. ' . , . ^ , « a u i 
Whatever the extent of abuse, what should be the federal response? One possibil- 
ity is for the federal government nOt to make a' change but to let states and institu- 
tions make acUustments on their own, as 4fl already ^taking place. own view is 
that there is a compelling case for revision of the lederal criteria, if only irrthe in- 
terest of consistency. No one— certainly not students— will gain by the prohferation 
of 50 difDsrent sta^ definitions as well as a number of institutional vanations. Con- 
tinued movement in this direction will only complicate student aid application 
forms and the coordination of federal, state, and campus pr<»rams. . 

To be specific in answer to your reouest for a recommendation on how to change 
thefederaldefiniUon, we suggest the following: 
Switch to an age criterion for those under age 22 (equals dependent) and over -^5 
. (equals independent) and limit the requirement of the. current three-part definition 
(or an extended version of it) to 22-24 jrear olds. Exceptions to the blanket assump- 
tion of dependence under age 22 could made for students who have dependents of 
their own, orphans and wards of the court, and perhaps others. 
' Based on our analyses and review of other available evidence, this approach 



parental responsibility through 

uate education. " . . , ,» - 

Many factors will have,to be considered in changing to any such new definition. 
Some observers have questioned the legality of an age critenpn in view of age dis- 
crimination laws, though such a barrier to changing the definition seems remote. 
Also, as I noted earlier, the effects on graduate, and professional students must be 
reviewed. . . , r . r * 

I do believe, however, that a change is needed. If there is a single feature of stu- 
dent aid programs today that underminfes confidence in the system because of dis- 
parities in the way different students of like circumstances are treated, it w the 
definition of self-supporting status. The higher education reauthorization should be 
an opportunity to devise A new federal definition that distinguishes more simply, 
fairly* and accurately between students who can depend on parental support and 
those who cannot. ■ r i * *l 

Mr. Chairman, we hope these observations and suggestions prove useful to the 
Subcommittee. My collea^e Alan Wagner and I shall^be glad to answer any ques- 
tions. 

STATEMENT OF LARRY GLADIEUX, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
WASHINGTON OFFICE OF THE COLLEGE BOARD, ACCOMPA- 
NIES BY DR. ALAN WAGNER, COAimiOR OF "FINANCIAL AID 

FOR Self-supporting students: ijefining independence" 

Mr. GLAniEUX. Thank you, Mr. Cftairman and members of the 
subcommittee. I am Larry Gladieusv executive director of the 

. Washington office of the college board. F thank yoy for the opportu- 
nity to testify on this important issue, 

^ My office of the college board does policy research on student aid 
including, a study we commissioned arid issued earlier this year en- 
titled, 'financial Aid for Self-Supporting Students: Defining 
Independence." I would like to submit a copy of that full report for 



the record. One of its coauthors. 
There* wasn't; room at the table, 
some of the findings of that study. , ^ « 

[A copy of the study, 'financial Aid for Self-Supporting Stu 
dents: Defining Independence," follows:] 



\ian P. Wagner, is with us today, 
but he is here to help amplify 
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hAM canirijbui^ to tb4» iiO^a^ ^Ulty.tA tiM U^t, •§ ooUttT: 

doits mUniw to rise iuid tiuidiir^^ 

thstthltiridfitioii«fexp«daUoi^^ • 

Yet for tro«te» iw«b#n of itudwtt ton^ 
me pmtjm^ orp*r«ia»iuwort 

dependent studOTl of ^si<|e iteMII-aU bsi become lewtiHl le» ty^ 
coikfe-fouif popuhtioo tiid wm becotne «tm kss <o b (hU de<»de tn^ 
More aduUs are rctununs to hither education for a "iccood chance" or retrainlttf 
mhJ mid<«mr ditnit, M the same ttoe yoitti peopte art ftreic*^ 
cducmtk)n, eiuoQint ptfUiflK, stoppti4 out, or alienu^ 

education. No one arfues that the panntal obtisation should last indeftmUIr. but « 
where to draw the tine will pertupi be the most veiing issue of student aid policy 
in the yean ahead. Should ^he determination be keyed automatically to wch 
factoa as the student's a« or mariUJ, fsmily. or veteran sUlus? To what extent, if 
any, should parents be obUpted to support their ofTsprinf's traduste and 
professional education? ^ ^ 

Much is at stake in distinguishint *s accurately and 4u fairt/as|||^ible 
between dependent and Independent studenu. With less student Sid r 
around, trade^ofTs are becoming more scuta. Aid to studenu whoa 
supporting is awarded solely on the basis of their own Income and 
the nnandal well-being of their parents. If siud^nu whose^ 
reasonably be expected to help pay college cotu are able to U* 
programs by cmalifytnt uodls self^upporting definitions, 1 
avaiUble for fcgitimately needy students. Thevchallenge f* i 
campus poi^ makers will be how tdstreen out studenu who 
sysiem wii/ou't being unfair to those who ought to be viewed u 
Adults, forflwhom an expecUiion'of psrenul support would be Inappfojpri 

. Thli/eport U a careful examination of s Unglcd policy Issue. The study 
reviews Alstlng dau on postsecondaVy undergraduates and concludes that much 
of the recenigrowih in ^he number of Independent studenu stems from IncresKd 
enrollmenu of older individuals, msnt^of whom are Indeed on their own 
fInandaUy. As the authors note, the -independent student problem" is, In targe 
part, the problem of "how to accommodate a student popuUUon that is^wcominf 
increasingly iifaependcnt under any definition." * 
At the same lime, the data indicate recent growth In the number of unmarried 
18 to 21'year-old students classified « Independent Young, single studenu 
without dependenu still represent only 10 per cent of all self-supporting studenu, 
but their number is Increuing. It Is this group that causes much of the ttmcem 
over how to define independence for student aid pur^s fairly and accurately; 
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Several alt<|rnAay4i.t6 th0 prevailing fedfral rulea for eiMiblUhlng Indepeh- 
denM have lieon dlscuued In recent yeari. This anatyiii uies data on 1979*80 
undergrfiduate ehrollnientf from a rederally-ipbniored iurvey (Study of the 
,1 mpact of Student Pihahclal Aid Pr^grams^ conduced by Applied Moiiagement 
Sciences) to eitfinate chahgei ii^ theiiumber>nd characteristics brindependent 
students undei' aUematlv^Tdennitlons. / ^ ' i 

The option! chosen for analysis ore not necessarily the specific ones that will 
be debated by policy miitiers this yei^rorln the years ahead. But they encottipass a 
large enough range of possibilities that the analysis will serve as a reference for the 
continuing policy discussions. Z-;^ ' '■ ^'\\\,'?-'^\\'^-Yy\''S^ -^■■•'''■'^:'^'}^ " ■ ' ' 
There are important limitations, of coune, (n aii/such statlsUcal analysis 
The study relies on data describing college studehis in the school year 1979-80. 
• More recent data woujd al wayi be preferabl^THut the authors worked with whatls : 
ayailable. Iij addition, .i the ^yall4b[e^ date • reitrictcd tdWndergraduatp ; 
: enronMehti.^Accordlngly, ;ihe')^^^^ how' dhariies In the 

definition pf independence mlght afTect the partidpalidh of graduate students In 
the aid programsr^ , ^ -'f'^'V'-i.f '-^- '/ :'y^':^'' "'^'A-'- 

Data jlmitatlot^s aside, the analysis provides arierriplrical baclcdrop fdr the 
^ debate on an issue that Is toobfieh mlspercetyed and too readily oversimplified.' 
,.The strongest message from thH sttiidy is that thereVo no easy, clearcut solutions. 

This study was conducted by Alan P. Wagner, an economist at the Center for 
Educational Research and Policy Studies at the State University of Nisw York at 
Albany, and Nancy Carlsbh, Research Assistant in the Washington omce of the 
College Board.- . ■■-■■■-■'/■■■•■^;y,'^v^'vi:v:V. ''v^ 

. Many other Individuals provided assistanceiEuid advice a^ the way. Janet 
S. Hansen guided the prplect and ensured that the presentation of the results was 
as dear arid timely as possible. Donald HolecQfTeredi Insights arid refictibns which 
helped focus >the paper, iri ; important Vays: Charles Byce' provided . sourid i/ 
judgmerits and suggestions on the' d^ Sieget.aiid Sieve Carter 

faclli tated .access tb relevarit, v.uri published data. 'Helpful : infotitiatioii--and ' 
comments also came from Don M. Betterton, Joe Paul Case^ William CayariaUgh, 
Donald Gillespie, Mary Murphy, James White, and Natala' WUkstrbm. James 
Farrell and Williann Ferrls'edlted the hi ariuscrlpt: Irene Wu, yalei^e Bullock^ 
Diane Erving, and Winbna Orange typed and proored iu and teenaChqse assisted 
in the preparation of eariyjJrafts and tables. 

A policyiesearch grant from the Ford Foundatiori helped.make this study 
possible.;:"' . ' \' \. ■■ ^ \ ::.'':':'-'■'•■'''■■/■ y./- [^'' ■ 

: Lawrence B. OIadieux 
Executive Director 
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introduction 



rphe deflnitlort of financW independence m It applies toitudenU has troubled 
i V (idmlnlitrMori of itudent financial oiililanco programs for many yean. A 
kby aiiumption of the ttudcQt bid lyitcm U that paw^^s aro reipon? Ible for the 
posticcopdpiVedttifaUbnexw 
parAn"eViehUacoroIl4&^^ 

independent of th'eir flfimlltei ihoiild t?e judged without rof^reiice to parental 
resoufMs* the problem is to ipflcllV and implement criteria that satlifactoriiy 
distinguUh between independent and dependent itudenti. 

Recent developments have renewed Interest in the definition of financial 
independence for student aid purposes. The number of Independent students has 
grown rapidly in all aid programs. For example, between 1976 and 1982 financially 
independentappllcanU in the federal government's multlbillion-dollar Pell grant 
program increased by 50 percent (from 1.2 millioh to 1.8 million). This growth has 
attracted the attention of officials in the Reagan AdministraUon, concerned both 
withemphasizlngparentalflnanclalresponslbllityatldwithcuttingprogramcosts. 
They have outlined 11 options for tightening tho existing definition ofOnancial 
Independence (seoT^ppendix A) .-the requirements used by some sU^^ 
institutions [n admiriisljririg iheif own" f^ more stringent 

■ than mose used infedeifill^ra^ vi''^ v^-;'^ 

College ofncials, too^'Wdiisatisned with the current definiUon. Aid officers, 
who have to account forthe proper use Of public Itudent aid subsidies, have a diffi- / 
cult time verifyingali the iftTormation provided by applicants and famiiiei to prove 
financial dependence or independence. At the same time, aid officers have to deal 
with anomalies in the cunent methods of estoblishlng Independence. On the 
one hand, they encounter stude'nts who qualify as independent Unijer existing 
rules but>Who cannot demonstrate either visible m*ans of self-support or the 
existence of a separate household. On the other, thej^ see increasing rjumbers of 
(usually older) aid applicants for whom the existing rules seem unnecessary and 
overly. burdensome." „: ..... a! , « ^ , 

A f*"^* reason for renewed attention to the definition of student financial/ 
independence is that the current, need analysis system appears to treat inde- 
pendent students too harshly, in part to avbid creating incentives for dependent 
studetife to establish independence as a way of qualifying for more aid. There is 
growing ii\tercst in the aid community in makingheed analysis less confiscatory in 
the treatment of an independent student's resources^ This change, it is widely 
agreed, must be accompanied by a better way of determining which sludenU are 
truly self-supporting and Which still have financial ties to their parents; The chal- 
lenge is to develop and Implement a definition that distinguishes simply, fairly,, 
and appropriately between studenU who can depend on parental support and 

, those who cannot ' [ ' - ; '^..« 

This paper was wri^h to help Inform the search for an improved dennition 
by providing a quantitative analysis of "the independent studentproblem" and of 
opUons for change. Such an analysis is mgde possible by a unique data base 
containing financial and demographic information about undergraduate students 



tnacadwBirl979«*80*Thtid4UbM4^ 
ior^d,*^iaf df (hp linpicl of StUd«it(P|n(knc(«JI AMP^ogran^i*' (SISPAP); snd wo 
have uied it»al6ng with ibme luppiemenuiry datasouroeii toVxamh the popula* 
tton of Independent iludenta Under ;cMrh»nt fed«^^^^ rulei knd (o;eitlmate the 
•effecu of changlnrf^theiM^'niIelv■^^ t". • '-y^ "■ " \ 't • V-^l / ■■ ' ' ■ 

Two imporlanVcaventi are In order, Pint, became SBPAP covered only 
undergraduate iludenu^ our ahalyili li also limited to undergRnduatei. We do not 
examine the graduate itudent population at all. Thii population la not eligible for 
fome Itudent aid programs (e.g., Pell grants) and receives Mnslderabte idd In 
others (e g,, puoranteed Sludent loans). Policy makcn com dering changes In 
the dennitlon oflndependentatudflnti mult weigh the likely t^rTeclspn graduate 
' students and on programs In which Ihey participate. Second^ our analysis is based 
. on the population Of undergraduate itudents (n 1979-80 as described by SISPAP. 
Because chanictejflttfc* of undergraduates mi^^ 
estimates may. not ioUll/frenecLihexurrent|tudefi|^p^^ 

This paper is dlvldied Into thriie parti;;The first part descrlbies independent 
students us defined by existing fedefal regulations and examlnW^vhy these stu^ 
dents are Increasing In numbeii, The available data and piibliihed reports; 
examined show that students whoar6 older orheads of their own Ifamltlesaccouiit 
for a sizable share of the Increase tn the pool of Independent students, and their- 
numbers seem likely to continue growing. In 1979*80, only 10 percent of flnan- 
cially Independent undergraduates were both under22 years old single, with 
nO dependents. In thjs respect, (he current deflnltlori iippears to have'e^tcluded 
mostof a subgroup usually considered tobe dependent on parental supporl. How- 
over, the data also suggest that parTof the increase in Independent students is 
coming from this younger, single group. Over time, therefore, the number Of 
younger,singlo.lndependentstudenU-may continue Jo grow If the definition of' 
independence remains unchanged. ■ ; r;.; v- : ■ ; ' ■ 

The second part, on alternative definitions, reviews earlier studies of pos- 
sible refinements in (he defl^ivltion of financial Independence and Identifies, 
several criteria that might be used In modifying the definition, It also illustrates 
several options for.changc and uses the SlSPAP data tp^ estimate how each opiloh 
would affect the numberdnd characteristics of undergraduates (Qualifying os Inde- 
"' pendent. ' , v ^j- 

The final section summarizes key issues and presents conclusions. ; ; ' 
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The Current Definition 
and Its Impadt^ 
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ndcf current federal I«w, nnanclal aid appllcinU ^ard deirtwd nnanclally 
Independent of their parenla ir they aatlify three critdriaf^*^ ^ 
(1) siwidihce criterion (may not have Uved with parent orijuard^ 

- (2) an Income tax Mudtonstimim (rt wnoihave bcanjf^^^ 

dent by parent or guardian; for rederol Income Ux purpoiei); - 
(3) aMQiiclahupportcx\Monimu%itioil\w^^^^^ 
year from parenli or luardlahi). \\ ; ' 

.These crlterla-the"tri form" teit-.areapplledln both the pr^ 
and the year of enrollment for applicanta who are ilngle. In tho 1W2-83: 
ichool year, married itudenU muit satisfy the criteria only for one yrtrr.' Thc 
qualifying dennltions are presented ihore fully in the ailjoining box. fv. 



— WHAT 1^ AN INDEPENDENWnJDENT?^^^ — 

Current redanUC*gtt; Y,V-': ' ■ ' ■ * ■ 

In 1982-83 an inde'^pendent itUdent la defined aa- ' 

Aslngleitudentwftoforl981andl98i^ , • \ 

(1) HaanotiivedandwillnotliveformorethansixweeksiniK^ 
year in the home of parent()i); , , 

(2) Has not been claimed and will not be claimed as a dependent 
for federal income upc purposes by parent(s); and ^ 

(3) '*Has not received and will not receive financial assistance . 
of nt?5T6 than $750 in each year frotn parent(i); or , 

^ A married student who for 1982- V 

(1) Wiltnotliveformorcthansi;tweeltsinthehomeofparent(s); 

(2) Will not be daimed aa.a dependent for fedefal income tax 
purposes by parcnt(s); and . . 

(3) Will not receive financial assistance of more than $750 froni» 
parcnt(8), - A 

. . . -■ *',■'.,• ■ .4 . 

"Parents" include natural parents and other caretakers or guardians, 
whose income must be reported according to regulations governing ^ 
federal student aid. programs, ' 
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r , AProfll# Of ^nd•r thills drltirtl, who ■rothiMopindentiludo^^^^ 

if%AAr%At%A^A0 demioyoar/an «itimatad 19 million JMndorgraduatoi mat tha daflnltion of llnan* 
^ lliMvpvnumc ciallndop«nd«nca.!Onhaw, 54 parcani, or 1.6 million itudanti,a<luallyrocalvad 
StUdOntS of iludant «id from tho fedaral lovflfnmant 

V . Ai tha fl|Urai in Tabia I Indlcilat t^i Indapand^nl popgUtlon inol^^ 
% raUllvelylarf^numbari or itudanta who irpmata, minority, oldart«ndhQ«(il or 

multipanon hoMioholdi. With «boul 115 paroinl abpva 2t yain of aga, moil 
* flnancialty IndapkndanI undargriduatai wira qidar than tha traditional \h to 2 U 

year'Old age group. And naarly 62 poroant daimad at loait ona dapandent or waro 
. married. Lookad at anothar way, only 10 parcant of nnMKiatty Indapandent 
. ^ undergraduatei wara both under 22 years' old and ilngte^th no dapendanta. 

. . Finally, leir-iupportihg itt|denti In 1979-^0 choie nontraditlonal poitieoondary 

Khoolingoptioni; njllyonethirdenrotledpirttlme,whlle 54 {Percent lelectedtho 
' ihortar programi pfTered at communltx^c^^^^ proprlatary (nititulioni, :: 



JplOWS In thO Although modified to raflect changing economic and family clrcUmitanoei 
Cttrr^fit ISaHaIHaa' over tlma,th«dannltlon<rfflnanciallndepandenc«remalni largely ai It wu In tha 
vurrviu I/Cfiiniuon |960'i/ Practically from' Iti lhcepaon, the datlnition hai been a lourca of 
controvarsy. Al tha canter of the debate ii whether, In flict, tha crlterlaln the tri- 
form teit adequalaly leparato itudenti who cannot lay claim to parental lupport 
^ from thoie who can, Th6 current definition raliai three concarni. 

The rint li whether the Ihrae criteria In. tha trl<form teit are luffl^ 
. cient to determine when itudenU and parcnti have severed significant economic 
tiei. The issue has two dimensions. One Involves tha practical problem of 
measuring the presence or ai^senoa of'an economic nBlatlonihlp. Tha o|her 
" involves normaiive Judgment jbout^whan . parents ^should be. relieved_of i: 

' : responsibitlly for their ch||dcen*s expenses. . , ^ • 

, ' The second concern Is whether the criteria used to establish finan* 
' cial independence can be varifiad. Al Uansen (1974) and Hansen and Umpman 
(1974) point out» the financial support and residence criteria are rather easily 
circumvented^ In*ltind (as opposed to cash) support firom parents; for example, 
may not be reported. Oifls from Drlends and relatives nviy also be ignored. As a 
result, a student can establish financial independence and still Indirectly receive 
family support. ' 

The final concern is whether the definition gives incentives to itu* 
V V - y dents and their families to change from dependent to independent status in order 

to obtain a larger public subsidy for educational expenses. Such a change in 
\ » f dependency status would violate the intent, if hot the Ibgal wording, of the 



I. The (tall come from ipflclitiabuUitoni of the SISFAP*AMSiludflntqueitlonnilrad«Ubu* 
(Department of Heitih, Educillon and Welfare. 1910), For more detail, tee "Redennlns Financial 
Indepindence" and App4ndl)LB.* 
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Sourc«: US. Department of Healtli. Education and Welfare, SfSFAP Studetii Quttthnngtrt 4ata fiU, ipeclal Ubulatloni, See text and 
Appendix B, ^ 




dinnlttpn. lUniin And Umpmin (1974) iana oth^^ 
potinltai gain Trom cluinilnf depandenoy lUtui In t|i9 Pall grant profram ii 
ilMbte. For OKaitipla, • family of Tour at the lowait incgma quartllo could tm$o 
Hva yaan or raducad lakai by ilvlni up tha examptlon Tor iha otharwiia 
dapandant itudant tn'ambar^at a «oai or^l,000 In Incraaiad ux liability^ Tha ' 
graaiar liability would ba mora than ofrkat by tha atudant'a incraaied atlgl* 
blllty for a Pall grant: over 4 yaara, Pail aiiiitanoa could ba anywhara 
Uom $3,000 to$3,000 mora tlMn If tha iludant haDTamatnad dapandantlDut thii 
dlfraran^lal ii mlilaading. rtnancial aid packegai Include aiiiitanca from othar 
faderal, itata, tnitltutlonal, and prlvata lourcai. Whait the lubildtei In the entire 
rinancial aid package are compared to tax beneflti, the dirferentlat might well be 
much imaller, Thli would certainly be true If the lnititution*i aid ofTlce (or the 
itate ick^larihtp program) used more exacting criteria to, determine rinan* 
claTindependence. r • *; 

EffOCtS of thC^ ,iu7e jhe'incfeaieVin.iiSependent undiTrgraduaTa anroUmontVcoin^^ 
riirrAAf DAflntfthfi >>"(^*n^^H<Ktfortfuly'*ihdepandent7Theii|vidence,fnar«halledr^^ 

vui I VI II a^viii iiiivi • onanclal aid pr(^r«mj)ataiiuggeiti that the aniwer ti "partly yai, parth^ 

^*^ccordln| to dAli obtained f^rn the Cenitii Bureau*! October 
Population Survey (CPS) lerlei, the pool of **polentlar u^^ 
become older [||nd Includei more ilnglQ indlvtduali. Potential undergradtiatei are V • 
indWIduali who have graduated from high ichoot but have not compli^i^four ■ 
yean of college, The aging of the potential iludent pool can be leen iiiltnle 2* ' 
Prom 1976 to 197^ the pool increaied by 6.3 percent, and by 4 J percent frofii 1978 ' 
to 1980.^'Younger oohorti generally Increased by leii than the overall rate/whlte / 
« the older cohorts experienced a greater than overall rate of growth. Importantly. : 

undergraduateenrbilmentsalsolncreiuedmott rapidly 1^ 
memberiareHkely tobeMopehdeht^f; . ; : vi;V .j . v v ; *v; 
: A more detailed lobi at the ceniiii daU^^ h 

: the Kudent population may no^ be thii only raaaon fbUha increaie In Independent X 



2. Th«i««rtfittmit«lorth«iUtbon.Th«loitta)iMvin|iiMumii30^pti^^^^ 

«ich 6r nvf y^rt Oh« y<Ar pMMdlna enrollmtnl ind tbur yMri Ifl coltogi). TYm unuMd •umpUoii, 
It S 1^ pir ynu ko • $200'p«r*y«tr incrtiic in Ux IMiblliljr. Pailannl cllcuUtlont Miumc « 
fimily of faur it lha toWiit-lnd>m« qutfttl* (iboui SiSjOQO Iti )9IM3) with no uniuui) «xp«nMa . 
ind no aiittt «boy« allowabl* fwm$. Our catcul4t]oniihow th« Ml a«irt It tvin irtitir for hfgh*. 
lncomiriimitiei.And,oytri>mfl,th«ililtalftto htib^lncomcAirnltlflsflromdrcumvtnttnithciyitcm' 
in (hiiwfy hai not AtcttMd, RitheMht more liberal trcitm<h^ofrimil(ii with dependent children, 
uihered In with the Middle Income Student AiiliUnce Act, win iccompenled by a eimiler eiiin^n 
Ihc contribution cilculetlonf for ieir^iupportlni atudenif^ Detilli ire ivaltabit fVom the auihon, 

3, Uilni Informatiort luppllcd In the I976:survfy of Income arid Bduciilon (SlfiK fllll and 
Troomkin (1982) And lhatibout 10 percent of poitieqondery iiuttenti ibove a|e 25 were dependent 
on thelrpirents. Howeveriilnce they did not have tha ituttcnl andfamlly date neteiiiry to determine 
independence under the nninctal aid definition; Hill and Proomklh uied other criteria thai aire 
lomewhai more reiiriciive. See Hill (1981). 



•tud«nu. Moriyouniir itudanti miy b« quidliyini w nnindilly Indipindintai 
will M ihown In T«W« ^ liti* Irtwiiwi In •nrollmanii tmoni IS to 34 yur oldi 
Qliiiindd u ''ilnili, not In • family*' oocurrod mt tht 197S to \m ptrlod.* Th« 
numtyar of luch itudinu Incmiod by Si pamnl Oyar th« (wo yiirti whili tha 
numban of pcUntlil undargraduitii In Ihli group ramalnad about iha lama 
. (•^i'paroant),^'' ;v .■.,.^( : 

ThaiidaiaindilmlUrdauionnnancialiiaapplteanltattmtoihowtwoMpa- 
rata iroupi {\iallni tht irowlh In tha numban of financially Indapandant 
atudanu.^ PIratt a growing j)ool of bldar potantlal undargraduatai provldad ovar 
hair tha tncrfluainlndapandaniatudanlanrollmanU.Howavar.a^roUmanUalio^ 
Incrvaiad ttom a y^ngatt unmarriad group, many of whom <|o«linad aa iair< 
lupporting. (t li tha growing anroltmant from tha tattar group tKA^ hii cauied 
concern. ■ ' f v . ' , ' , ' 

Why hava anrollmant ratai incraaiad among youngar, ling^^' itudanta, 
eipadilly alngla Indaptndant itiAlanUT.Tha popular raadlntof tha fll^roi poinU 
to (ha In^ntlvaa fat young adulti 0lharwh|« dapandant on thair famiUaa ta form 
aaparata houiaholdi Irt brdoif t^ijUitltV fofliifiaf imouhti of nnandaltliHalion r 
at «l (1974) asUmatad that paranU of auilintd Indapandant atudanta lavad about 
$2 billion annually In axpactad eontrlbutlona toward aducatlon'axpaniai. Pr«<> 
lumably tha Ub wit plckad up by atudant aid. 

An alterniUve intarpraUtion, alio conilitant with tha diU, racofnizai that 
hi|h unamployment ratai among young aduiti and Increaiai In itudent aid 

4. In lh#CP5. 'rimlly mimb«ri» irt iiilinid lo i •prlmiry rimlljf" ir lb<y uiuiUy llvi with Ihf 
rtmllyi lh«t (Jiilinitid •■ riw lly mimbirt wwld »lmo«t wnilnly bt dtMmNnt rof flninclil 
puraoiki. TM olhtr Iwo iroupi. mirrt«d ind othtr IndWIdMU not uiMily lltini with Ihtir rimlilii. 
ui lomiwhit mori liUly to b« Juditd lt»d«Mndtn(. A luppttmtnt to th« October 197) CPS rt. 
quiitid ih« Inrormnrton niMwry to dtltrmiiM dt|»nd«ne« undtr th« triform ltit( U.S. Dipirl. 
mint of Commtrti, Burtiu of tht Ctniui J975). Tht »«bulil oni priMWtd In Iht^^^^^^ 

-iuM»«t that ih« c«Mui-?rinii«, in rimiiyr«iMOtf^Wintintd.tfiw«i#i}i ? SJl 

Applylni lh« •ifWofm'i««t«4.amlUkHiundtf»ndMtiiMrt d«(«fmlntd tobt indtw^^^ In 197) 
<ompind to 44 mllHon el«iinid M ilngU ftmity mtmbtn In tht Mm» CW. -ni* rtrniWni 
dlfTtr«MtrtntotiaWwfleoiInlMMMC«Wft(||ni)MU6uUtte^^ 

mirrltd iludtnu, NoflilhtUli. Iht n|uni irt nmirUbly doit. U4 (t«)) »Uo Mltd CPS diw tq 
itiKh ror ohinm in tht tiuiuwi tnrollmtnt from •poUntiilly" Ntptndtnt irjwpt idtmintd 
htn (l.t., thoit twi IWIm in i '■primi^y hmlly*). Our work dlfTtrt from Ui i In »y,P«'i«J 
wiyi' (1) Lt« GompifM d«U coUtdtd In 1974 ind 19li>hllt w« «Mfnlfi« inmU f^tim 1976 lo 1910; 
(J)Lttwmbliwi-mirritd,-Vn|lf.no||rtfimlly»»iid*i|t*aroupi»whil«wtt«m^^^ 
itpifiltly, TWi iMt dlffirtnet U pirtlcuUrly Importint b«:iuii tht trindi fof tht 1 1. to 34'y tir-old 
mirrltd troup mn oppoillt to chiniti In tht 'iNli. itol In rtmlty'iroup.Thut, Lti*i priMnlttlon 
hidti Important dlfrirtnctt In tto ilxe of tnd tnrollmtnti rrom t lubirotip of putlculir litunit to 
policy miktrt conctmtd with WMiwUI ild. 

5 FlhtncUl aid profram data, culltd rrom Information lupplltd lo tht Ptll innt program and 

^ht ColtflU Stholarthip Strvlc* (CSS) by potentUI itudanti Htkini nnarwlat aid, iivditalt in 
Incrana In oldar and younier ipptlanta. From 1978 to 1910, tht 5) J parcani incraiia from tht 

' youniait indapandant Pall grant apptleanli (19 ytara or laii) tfcttia^ tht 4J.5 I>f'«rt« jf/j;" 
leroiiallaMiroupMieaTablaC.OJnrormilionobtinadfromthaasnH^ 
J) ihowi a daclina In tht avtragt a|t of Indtpandant fllara ovartha 1977-71 to 1979-M p«rlod.TWi 
pattern holdi for indapandant ipptlanu it avtry year In ichoot 
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JS^^'.r^J"?^" •iUbuM fHw UJ. D«pwtminl of CemmtrM/ftuNiu of Ctniui (IMI*. 

IM2). UAd«rtndiMl« mroUmtiiU froi* U4. D«PirUiwnl of CommirM, lumu of iht 
CiRiui (I9llb^ 'htlortiM Undf rfni4utt«i* irt 6%t\Md M HnoM »)io indMM from Nt|h 
Khool, bul h«vi iwl comptoltd four r«m oi coltoa*, 

: between l^ind 1910 may h«viVreol«d^llet«tnroUnienm 
would have reaUy incnaaed the attn«liv«nefa of poitMMndifr iGhoollni to atl 
18- to 24-year>old poUnUal uotteiinuluatei^ tlioaai alriaidy HlTaupportlnf It) Ihla 
aie iroup nuy simply have reipood«d mof|fwdUy.^^^ ; r,, ^ 

li» aum. th« oeniuaind pra|raiiidt|»d%)be tnMhi pooiipWdir po(aii» 
Ual and actue^ undermuluaMa, tloii» with Ici^ini anroltmenta dmwn fhrnt 
younier, lingle <and poeiibty Independent) ghipi. The etini of both potential 
and actual ttudenu stutteite that the number oT leilUmetety letf-eupportlitt 
itudenu li likely to rlie even If the dennlUon U tlihtened. and that policy nukera 
muit aik how flnandel aid protrama aie toeooommodace e atudent population 
that ia becoming* under any dennlUon, increaiintly Independent 



a. C<niui (UM fbr th« I97J »o IMO p«ttod lopport thli vtow. Pof iho I*, lo U-fut-o^ eohort. 
ihi 1971 10 1910 ptrioO, S«i Yount (1911). 



•1,. ^r-* 



4 ■■■■■■■■ -f-i ■■■■ ■ . ■* - -J.^f ■ • 

4 '■ ' ^ \ii^u>Jiffyi!fff.^!'ff^i...Mi.ii'.. 

rvivini*^'H>< nil ji p#!in 

M*nit4 - -4,1 -M 

' |ii^M«.rKi((nrsmlt)f rJ }4,l 

Teuia)io}4yMn 
; ^ linitik not In fimlly )«,« Kli 

To(«t.lll«Mytm >4.l -1.1 

\^ ' 'sin#l«jrt(im»tF ^4 *-U > 

^ 8ln«i»,n«(lnrimitr 5.5 ISJ 

Toui 15 to )4 ♦IJ 

SU^/aMiftfimily )«S 15 J 

SourMi roif ntlal ufMtefiri^MMi iiUmiitd froffl U 1 b«Mrtm«fli •( C«miMr««t Imviu «r IM 
CiMUi INU, IM)). UndirinduiM imolimtAti ftom UjI DiHrtmini of CofflBMrM. 
auf««u oTlM C«natti (ItIO, mil). 
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FlnonclQl 
Independence ^ 



DlHiliirKllofi wMh ihi cyrivnl dinniUon ofln4iHnd«nl Mud«nti hii lUmu* 
lilKl i numbir oCp(^|toiili for chann . Althoufh wktily diicuiwd. r«w of 
its* ptopQUh u\\\n$ for mlditkiml, virfriabN crilffU lo Ot^rmint Onandal lnd«« 



.iCrfm9!^fto«iiijfffliyMA^ 

■ . ■ ■ ■ ■ 

WhOt Hoi Detn >;»»(^)t tm chmti havt nnitd r^om modi II to ridled lorn* would lilo^ 
ProooiAd niuDdtl lid 10 "(rutjr" lAd«|Mnd«nl ilud#nGi ihrou|h n«4d inilyili lAd ild 
riwpvjw pwbilni, mhtf Uiin by nnning (ht dinnlilon of flninclinndifMndinM. 

Curtii (1974), roe uimplt, luitiiU ihi( iludanU and iKt Ir pmii\i U iltowtd lo 
chooM lndi|Mnd«nl or di|><Adf nl lUlui. ThON qualifyiiu for ild M d«p«ad«nl 
ilud«nli, howrvar, would bo all|lbl« for Urgar fr«nu In Ihal^ aid pacfcafii. 
Manian (1974) ofTirf « ilfflllar proposal. Wlodhim (1974) woitld drop lb« dlilino* 
, Hon batwaan dapandani and (ndipfndanl iludinu anilrily^ Ha propoiai thai 

*bai|«|#«d*ihoutd b« b«i«d on Ihaflxad *mlnlmum*«oiiDr«mf)d}n|laMioma 
contribuUoit fnHn im^iiMrtcofnt and Maati, 
. ^ oihar*(«ouirtd*n««di(t^«iupportrocipoiHior«6lkl|«n)a^ 
lonihiorm toani or votunury parinM 90nlHbuUoAi.^^^^^^^ ' 
TtiaM propoMN Nv« iha idvtnlMi of m^mlilni ilM •irii^ 
curNnUaftnlti(m,iuehMlUf«ltinc«OAlnid#<)ttll«(yilburdiniomiX»^ 
and unvarifUbla vrliirla. thay rtpnMint, t»ow«van a mt^ dipariura (tm 
currant'approachfi bicouM thay do miftiitlrf tii ttiobunilnf of rttoiii^ 
iviiUbIa 10 (ha atudant firom all loorm, Indudlni pwanti. Sueh propoiali, tbtn, 
^ are InooniUunt wlih iha privalling vkw (hat paranu rttain th« primary rtipontl' 
bility for halplng lo maai (ha aducatlortal axpaOtoi oT (hair omprtng. 

If paranu do rauin traiponilbillty for aupport. tha problam li to diftlngulth 
mora afTectivaly baiwaan itudanU Who on lay dalm to parental aupport and . 
Ihoaa who cannot (and muit lupport themNlvai). How lo dalarmlna whathar 
(and whan) a student hai bacoma nruly* Indapandanl of paranut and family 
lupport ramatni an Unratolvad laiua tn axlitlng raiaarch.* Wa tlmply do not know 
which iiudant houMhoMi ar« truly HtNupportlng. Wllhout clear luidatinai 
from tha aviltabta reiearch, aid admlnlitraton and policy maken have adoplad 
criteria lhat tndlcatt bolh a lack of parantal lupport and tha aklitanco of ■ Hpa« 
rar^, ^'independent'* eiudent houiehold. 



»Mch «nd C4M (11^0) ifid lUfTrtm (1910). 

e. Fuiuft ttUMftH m)|hi txltrnt *ort on ih« iconomta of ih« htnOy (imMina Mn4»m^ 
tumemk iramrtn) lo b«itflr widtnund «hai rtmlll«i t(tt,tt(f do. 1$^ Um nmi lo which (hiv 
luppori itu4tni«du<iilon taptniti. Thii wouWb« conirMitd wlih ih« vUwi ffTwMi hmim »h»pkl 
do. ai «apr«iMd in iht tuliuna dinniiloM ind currtnl or pro|K>Md fimlfy tbittribiiiloo Khtduki, 
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6liimf<l M I M9%nikn\ for four fun (u^ tnm two yMrt m ihi i^rff ni Mm* 

«Nn£« riMui on cxiinOlAi Uw m \fii$m^^n rt^ulrimfRt id fmir yt irti m hu 
t)f f n ftdAi in CilirorrtlA rbf iu« ild, ttii lOtliyotiAl, vtrifiibto ividAfl^i §(r ih« 
iiua«nr« t\mth\ HHf^Mon from Mf*"^ ^^nllr U vIiwnI ai i paiiieu> 

9«vf rtl ff««nl MMllf I docvmartl ih« ImpA^ of ludi » chtfii*. In i iteKly ^om* 
|M#ti^ for Ihf Nnnty Winti H(«h«f GidUMlion MlUUnoi AMthority, Ji rry P«vii 
(|9|U/<Hind Ih4l 11 Hf(«ni cir mi l^Wi] jncto^ndinl rtll $m\ rtdfilfnU w«rt 

UnWtftity «f CitifbwliilliiiteCwtiffip^ilitiH wrttni tfAN fflf?IOin4»* 

ihf currt nl r«*r (LIHlt 1912). HItli in4 VanDuMn (ItU) provtda dai« for 19Y9«I0 
ihti inili««(4 a IS Hfi^nttjiirirt AM (n numtff ri of 
nonapplieanii) quilifyini ti tmiit^mnt caiifomia whin iht fid«ril daflni* 
lion of nnandal ln(kp«niton^ and morf nilrtcttva Caltfbmia tfaftniUon an 
€ompii«a. Colkia SehoUrtlflp SarvM daU for l!Mia'l> Caltfwnla nnancltl aM 
ipj:»l)canu ihow a 21 p%mM dtfTartnc* (Naibilt l9tJ). 

A|t{ raquif« «pi>U«an(a tobt al It aai 22 yaan oid. Uth*p% IM ilmfilail rtflna^ 
manl tn tha danntiton of (biandal IndvptntttiM would ba tin addition of an a«a ' 
ciltarion.Thauiaoranaia rt4ulrim«fllfollowifromihavl#wlhalold«riludintf , 
raly lau On (MiranUI luppoit than d« younfar iludtnti. In imH, thU via w ra^cii 
rt alHy (oldar iludanli racalva tUUa tupporf Hfoni pannti); In part, U ii a tubjactln 
judfmant (paranti ihould not ba axpacUd lo lupport oldar ofTiprlng^whalhar 
thay wUh 10 ornoi), 

In ailhar caia, lha addad aga critarion would ba an aailty undariiood and 
varlflabia rannaminl of lha cuffanl dafinillon. 11 haa lha advanlatt of ilmplicHy 
for apptlcanti a« wall ai for aid idmlnliiraton. 

Pt—f ti lUMMtkmtft ra(|ulr« appUcaftta M ihow avidanca of ouulda 
income luffldani lo lupport ihcmiahai whan no( tn whool. Qna objacilon to the 
tri^form definition U ihal li allowt g iudanii to ba clutinad •« indipendani wUhoui 





r.' 1? ^ ? * • ' prbying that they have hftd the fina^^ 
r v ' V A *?oM;??h()lds from their parcniU/ A sclf^ufnclcric^^ be yeri- ^ ; 

■■ -"''i . . ^ ■ : ■ Tied through tax returns or , records docuW 

i^:.^ ;;- . • ' Being Mtrrled ud/or Htiliig DcpciDdenti: require applicants to be married or / 

s^^')-^' ■ ■ '■'.'"^ _ , . 

V .federal law requires married sWdep . . , , , . ^ 

ik^^Vry'^ ; t . f^T? ' = pass the tn-forin test only fo^the'^^ 

Vji'^-V ; * ; • required of singled sti^ least for ybiin^ 

^j . ' dents,= marriagiE aloneishbuid nbi rieliev 

' . : V tional support "nie presence^ 

V : - - ! . signify a triilv independent househo^^^^^ 

•": ■ /returns brotfierjre obrdsJ^V'" ^■; ':?^'^^ 

■i Elapsed Time Mm High Sdiool GndoaUon: re q ui re ap p llcants to be at leiast ' 

four years beyond the date of high school graduatiVn^This cri 
common with the age criterion and emphMizes the vieW 
they are ab le, should Hnan ce the u n dergraid uate ediioitibh of the ir offspri ng. It 
„■ recognizes, however, thai this parental obligation is less w 
older student than when he orsh^ proceeds immediately, f^^^ 
lege. Using an age criterion would accomplish about the same th^^ 
"-'*".' would be^a«crtb'adminUter':'.-^,/^V'^^^^^ 

. In some proposals, one or mpfe of these criteria would rf^/ar^^ 
; . , Wdfiriancialsupportrequlremenls in the existing definition.^^TO 

remove the provisions in the current deOnition that most ri^ 
sionals believe to be unyerifiable and difficult to administet^ 
. gest, however, that eliminating the residence and financial sii^ 
t . wouldincrease the number qualifying af independent by as niuch^^ 



10. The require menu as Implemented by some colleges and universities, calls for a minimum • 
level of support The rule becomes more complicated when applied lo'partllme or continuing , 
students; Independent students enrolled less than fullti'me rnight be asked to demonstnile income 
sufTicientto support themselves for the portion of time not enrolled (e,g.»one.rourth of the income - 
requirement fora three-qultrter'tlme student).- Students defined as dependent In the previous year 
could qualify as independent for Tinancial aid if they sattified the tri<fprm lest and demohslrated the 
(Ull^amount of the setf'SufTlciency requirement. y^;-",; . Vv- ; ' .'.'.v; 

1 1. The estimate comes from Nelson et al (1974)? For I974<75 fulltime studenb. they Hnd that . ^ ^ 
a relaxation of the flnahclal support and residence cHteHa would Increase the'number classifled as ' 
"independent* by as much as 5 percentage points (a 25-percent increase)/ Other simplifying 
modifications (including those who are 21 years of age orolder, who delay entry two years, who work ^ 
at least half-time, or who are married) would increase the number classifled as independent by lO to . . 
20 percentage points (up to a doubling of the existing independehr student share). 
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j;^.; The following analysl^^^^ Of : V- ^ ■ -^^^^^ 

V tion of independent students and how the number of such students wouidT:hange: - X t%^ifiM4iii^i''''-'' 
;(,under^ach option. The, analysis d 

ggrpup: students under 22; stujlcnU 22^ students 25 and over^Italso shows: U'fi-'M-^y^^'fi^^ ■ v : 

l^ltccti byftmily^s^tu^^ 

p;#p.liayei:;'depend Iwt^ Mun;!a^«»(n»ej;Sli^ 
i^ifibfetoer*^*"-"-**™***^*-^*"^ 




^tlilppUdipiexh 
^jnrtneiwssarilyci^^ 
^j;:wcr, thcy.ijlus^ 
>^; p|en dent student 

7 aid riedpients wiil depend on thr^ studehts who appi^^^^^^ on the ; 

1 °^°'^°h^c, and, most importantly, bn the me thods of heed Analysis used 

" to calculate "eligibilily. If.las someafd ptficcrs wish, need analysis becomes less 
"confiscatory for independentstudents in^thefuturc; program costs Will not neccs-. . 
' sarily be reduced by tightening the rules deterniinihg who Is! Independen t; The 
critical point is that defming independent students and determining an appro* . 
priate need analysis for them arci 'din'erent, though Inter^^ : 
they are dealt with wilt ultimately affect the number ^6f independent students ' . 
qualifying for financiaj aid and the jeyels of aid they wlil receive." ! ( 
: . The statisticaf estimates are based on data from responses to question-" 
naires sent to students in the ' 1 979-80 academic year (U.S. Pepartmcnt of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1980). Surveyed by < Applied' Management , 
Sciences, Inc., for the OfTice of Evaluation and Dissemination in the department 1 
/of Education, the subjectswere selected as part of a stratified random sample that 
■ could be weighted to reflect the attributes and choices. of the population of all 
postsecondary students ehrblled halfUme 'or more. Respondents provided' 
information on family economic and demographic attributes, attendance and 
school choices, and educational finances. Details regardirig.tht survey desigi;i,V ^ 
instrument, and item nonresponse, and the procedures employed to acyust for 
response errors,' are presented in Appendix B. ; 
: table 4 describes six possible alternatives to the existing tri-form definition. ■ 
\ Options i-3 add requirements to the tri-form test. Option I extends the period 
r-, during which a student would have had to be independent of his or her parents for 
tax purposes to three years before enrollment as opposed to the one year used in 
the tri-fbrm test. This is the one option that pould hot be modelled using the 
: SISFAP data; but an* overall estimate of its effects based^ on' California's 
experience with a similar test in its state program is included. Option ? adds to the 
tri-form.test a requirement that students be over 21 to qualify as independent 



12. See College Schotanhlp. Service (1983) for.a discuislon of this poinL 
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Tit»le 4. AlteratUve Criterii for peflnlog Stodent Flnudiil liidependenoe 



OftUOB 1 



OpU«M2 



penerar . . Extendea ux . Tri-rorm and age Trt-rorm and . 
Description . independence . requtremehf seif'^uiinden^ 



Ages IS.21: 



: Tri-form-and 2 .. Atl »wdenU .'v 
additional years ' dependen| by' 

of tax ; ; : : • : ^ denhtUoiv ' ■ ■ - 
'.independence c'^y^i"; 
(rom partnts . 



Ages 22-24 Same as above Tri-Torm 



Trl-fonn and . 
$3^000 income 
in year preced-: .' 
ing enrollment 
($6,000for 
m ult> person 
Tamiltes) 

Same as above 



Optloa4 



: Option 5 



Combination of Age alone- ' ' 
tri-form and " ; 'f ;^ : > 
■ Options 2 and ^ ". "''^^'■/i^-^^'r 

Tfl-form and " : ; All students ' ' 
own. dependents V dependent by 
(other than ; ; ■ ' deflnition : 
'spouse) -f^ ■ 



Option 6 

Qption 2 with excepUcjihs 
• where there are • 
' "de pe ri3entj ~ 

Own dependents \ 
(other ihan spouse) 



Tri-Torm and- - Independent by -Tri-Torm or own - 
(1) own depen- . definition . dependents ■ 
denH Qf • : • ' • ■ _ 



Ages 25 and Same as above Same as 22-24 Same as above 
over 



(2) $3,000 income 
in year preceding 
enrollment 
($6^000 for multi. 
person ramities) . 

Tri-form 



Same as 22-24 Same as 22-24 
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Ttble 5. Chutes In the Nom^ni;of Indcpcttdcot Stodeats Under Alternate DcflnUons— 
^ BtieU^iiigtiideat PopaUtloB in 1979-80 

■ ■^■■■•.'"^(nwibeiilii Ihonsiuids) 



:JiK«ra Of Um X ^OptM 3 _ 



'. Toul. AH Aid . ^ 
^Mi :- '.-Unmarried with no depindenU 
.: Unmarried with own dependents 
Married wiUi no dependenu 
.- Married with own dependents 

18 to 21 Yean or Age . 

Unmarried with no dependents 
Unrnarried-with-«u(A-dcpendenls^ 




Tri-ram A Tri-fana A ^ Optlaa 4 Ofthw 5 A|t:«r 

M27 - 2j377 4X158 ^ 

632 
170 
304 
7ji 



Married with no dependents 
Married, with bwn'dependents 

22 to 24 Year^ prAge 

Unmarriej with'iio dependents 
Unmarried with own dependents 
Married with no dependents 
Married with own dependents 

25 Yean and Older . 

Unmarried with no dependents 
. Unmarried with own dependents 

Married with no dependents 

Married with own dependents 

Notes; *Pcrcehtuge change derived is estimated Trom Calirornia data. , * 

. ''Distributions Tor all classes estimated Trom percentage changes in first-year enrollments, • 
• ' '-'Based on u raw cell count of less than 20, 

Sources: All but ei^tended tuK— US. Department of I leullh. Education and WeUaTt^SISFAPSiudeni QuesUonitalrf Daia Base,lvih\i\Mions, 
1982. Extended ta)(-l mi* and VunDusen (1981)/ > 
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^.2359 


819 




512 


455 


542 




344 


425 


':^379 




852 


819 


855 




105 


0 


123 
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0 . 


. ,0 
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'-. 0— 
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vi' 0 
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594 


2.187 ' 


' 790 




277 


1.801 


427 




1,43 


154 


154 




■ 89V. 


' 147 , 


124 




83 


85 . 


. 85 




1.678 


■ LI21 


U682 




.'392 


558 


392 




297 


^ 301 : 


301 




255 


; 278 


255 




734 


734 


734 
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This option is Identical to one prpposcd in 1982 by the Reagan Administration. 
Option 3 applies a seif-sufHciency test-as well as the tri-form requirement: to 
qualify as in*pendcnt a studcntwould have tojbayc earned at least$3,00O($6^,00O 
. for multipcrson households) in the year befow enroUing/CooUnutog « 

: sulficicncy requlremem or were eiudlMi a^ Indeperideot stu^^nini^ 

Opjioos^4.6 liwSaK^diu'^Vwi^^^ * ' 

PP^on 4;i«^mo»:^ 

- requiitmemsiiktt^ 
goes to thel>ther extrenie ia seeUng ilmpUcit^^^^ veHfiabiUli*; Here; the * 

only ciilerioo fpr independence is age: students below 22 are dependent and all 
others are independent OpUon 6 modifies Optioii 2 (the. 1982 AdministraUon 
proposal) by aUowingany student, re^mlless of age; to be independent if he orsfie 
has dependents other than a sppuse. (Orphans or wards of the co^ could be given 
.siiuiUr ireatmemnhwiglnhe effecis are not modeUed here, the number of 

: students affected would Ulcely be sniall.) 

Table 5 shows the nvmber of undergraduates by categoiy in 1979-80 and the 
number qualifying as independent, under the tri-form lest It then shows how 
many students would have been independent if Options N6 had been in place 
instead. •■ ' 

^ Several general D^seryatioos are suggested by these resul^^^ ^ _ 

• Option I (extended tax indepwidence) would probably affect mostly 18-21 year 
olds, though there would undoubtedly be some impacton'olderstudcnts as well. 
Overall, the effect is not yeiy different from that of an age test(Optipn 2). 

• Option 3, ; which involves a ^^^^ of financial self-sufncfency, reduces 
independent student numbers by the largest amount. Almost 500,000 students 
with their own dependenis--induding 270,000 abovV age 25-- would fail this test, 
even though they currently qualify as^independetit on the tri-forai test 

• Option^4; which combines self 'Sufficiency and other criteria, is complex and 
does not produce overall results much different from simpler options like 1, 2 and 
6,jlh.ou|;h-jg^ students would be affected quite differently by the 
difrcr|nt:o^ons. ■■""*■■*. 

• Age ^QTi6 nOpti^n 5) is the simplest test and easiest tj^ verify, but wquW cause 
the nurhbdf;pr indep«nd increase ^marlcfidly^lV,^ ^ * » ■ ■ 

• OpUon 6 modifies the age test in Option 2 (the 1982 Administiation proposal) to 
allow any student with dependents other than a spouse toqualify automatically as 
independent This would increase the number of independent students by 
, 138,000 ovdirOption 2, with mostof these inthel8-:21 group. Without thismodifl- 
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cation the age test would count as dependent abdut 100,000 18-'21 year olds who 
have dependents of their own and whoijualify as independent under the tri^form 
test AsTable S shows» almost all uhdergradua&s over 21 with dependents already . 
qualify as independent udder'the tri-form test That test, however* Is less easilyj 
A^enftediuflifequi^fnorelnlijr^ that looks ^^nlj^^ 

at age and the pretence or absence of dependents;^" , , ' 
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CohcliisidriS^ 



As budgetaiy pressures mount. poU^ makers and ' ' ' 

must lookfor ways to aUcKate stu^^ 
equitably. At least part or the pressure'on scarce fUnds has come from aii increase' 
in the pool of independent students applying ITot an^ r^'cc!virig finandal aid. As a J ■ ' "? 

r rs H l t. seven s! prop osal s h a ve em e rg ed th a t a nb i n te nd e d to d e fin e t no r c clearly; . ^ / — — ^ 
those who arc /'truly* independent,, to minimize t^^^ ;• ' - ' 

manipulation of the current. definiUon/fmd to distfibute^^^^m^ . r 

limited supply or funds between indepehdeht w^ *■ 

With tl^ll^concems as a backdrop, this paper has evaluated the impact of the ^ 
cunent critena and proposed alteroatives for defining finand^ 

The current definition represents a cfUde atfempt to gauge the extent of , * V ' 

parental support. How efiective the definition is in exdudlng those who can and 
normally would depend on their parents is simply not known: Barely 10 percent of . 
.thepool of independentstudents in the 1979-80 acadepicywwasunder2^^ ; ;^ 

old and single, with no dependents. This small share suggests that the current 
definition may be effectively limiting independent student status to those likely to 
be self-supporting; Moreover, census and financial aid data show steady increases ■ 
in older independent Students; a population usually^ viewed as /'truly" in- ^ 
dependent It seem^ clear, then, that part of the "independent student prip^lem** 
must be how to accommodate a student populati<^thieitS^ ^ : 

independent under any definition. Thi$^ raises the qilestlon of whether parents 
shouldbe expected to provide financial supportafter thelrstudent ofTspringreach ' 
a certain age. Should A^e, for example, expect support for students 25 years of age 
or older? ■ ^ .■'[''■' - ■ 

■ Another .age-related concern , is the recent growth in the number" of j _ £ . 

independent students from young, traditionally dependent age groups. Some of ' a 

this growth may b^ response by young, "truly** independent students to reduced 
employment opportunities and increased eligibility for larger amounts of student 
finandal' aid. But some students may be artificially establishing finandal / . 
Indep6ndence,even though they <x>uldexpectsupport'from their parents, in.order - / ^. 

to obtaiin larger student aid awards. Whether such manipulation occurs, of coun^^ ^ 
depends on whether the incentives for'changing dependency status are sizable. 
With respect to the Pell grant program, they may b^ But students receive . /. 

assistance from other programs. What is not known Is the extent to which 
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/ '^independent students fare Setter (or worse) in the allocation of campus-based, 

''state, and private aid. . ■ 

Our analysis attempted, to show. how alternate criteria ' for financial 
independence affect the numbers and attributes of students who qua)^. Two 
broad conclusipns merit emphasis. First; definitions that rif^f/ccithe existing tri- 
form criteria (e.g., drop the residence orfinahciai support requirements) or exempt 
subgroups (e.g., allow those^vCr 21 or 24 to claim independence) would enlarge 
the pool of independent students considerably. Under current budgetary con- 
straints, these simplifying changes seem feasible only if accompanied by addi- . 




Uohal, if more ifeadily venflcd and administered, requirements in the definition of 
I financial independence. \ • i ■ . 

Second, 0(/(/Mgcriteria to (he tn-fonn test--extended tax Inde 
or ^if-support-^WQuld reclassify as dependent'relaUvely' JjarKe numbers ^^o^^^^^ 
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' ■ ; of their parents, We preietit an :a^^ ihdependvt: a) 

; ^ students who toat least 22 ^jE^^jii o^ 

. 8tudentswhbhavetheir.owndep0pdeotl,Hft^ . , . 

• alternative results In a lO.peiwntdrOp In theitotal iiumbcr'jiualiiying as ^ ! % 

- > flnandallytodepemlentiwlththcilaiBestredurtionm " . '.c 

. have no dependents.' . , < , ,/ / \- " ' * 

these condU9ioa3 should be^ 
the definition of finandal independence, the composition of the linderBraduate 
student poolcontinues to shift. In addition, it is possible that changes io the 
■ , definition of independence could influence enrollment behavior/ We hav» n 
•■• tried to estimate such ettects. Clearly, some potenuai students will simply noi 

enroll if they are unable to qualify as IndependenL Others may still enroll, perhaps 
partUme at a low-cost community college. Such changes would take place 
gradually, as students and their families adapted to the new rules. 

Given the mounting pressures tosolv.e the "independent student probtem,''a 
wider, informed discussion of the effects of specific alternatives as .well as the 
underlying issues seems appropriate and timely, H 
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Appendix A: 

' .Eleven OptioniJIroposed by the 

iDe po rtittieoi^c^ 




Option 1: 



Main Woxistbg deftoltioa'(tbeWoTO jbst) ind mles'fl^ 

to whidi it tppUej (year-preccdittgM year of 

enroUment}.. : . , .v^ - ^^v' . . 



Option 2: Maintain existing definition but apply it only to ybar preceding 
^. enroUmem. — 'tr^. — ' — — " 

0 ption 3: Modify tri-form test to eliminate residence and parental support rules < 
and apply tax dependency test only in year. preceding enrollment 

Option 4: Validate independent student, status. This option Vtould be 
considered along with the adoption ofoptions 1, 2, or 3. In addition to 
the present validation of applicant information/ailing outside ofthe 
edit check parameters, validation procedures would be required fora 
five to ten percent random sainple, of independent" students 
qualifying for Pe|! Grant and campustjiased aid md thote qualifying 
■ only for camp us-based aid, * : . : : , 

Option 5: Adjust need analysis for independent students to reflect the lower 
« IncomeoffsetsthatweFeineflectbeforethepassageoftheMiddle 
Income Student Assistance Act of 1978. 

Option 6: Apply tri-form test in year of enrollment and /Wo prior years. 

Option 7: Apply tri-form test in year of enrollment and three prior years. 

, ' y..-. K : '- "\ ■ 
Option 8: :Forbid students to change from dependent^to independent status 
while maintainiiig fuUtime ehrollment in postsecohdary education. 

Option '9: Allow only students over a certain age (e g., 21, 25, 30) to be con- 
sidered independent, with the possible exceptions of students who 
are mairried, married with dependents other than a spouse, and/or 
^ards of the^court or of deceased parents. . 

Option 10: Require an independent student to demonstrate self-sufllciency in 
that (s)hc has lived independently of any outside source, with the 
possible exception of public assistance, for a certain period of time. 

Option 11: Allow no student to claim independence prior to four years after his 
or her high school graduation date, with the possible exceptions of 
' , students who are married, married with dependents other than a 
' , spouse, and/or wards of the court or df deceased parents. 



Source: U^.Depirtment of Education. Office of StudcntPlnincial AssUUnco. "The Indepen- 
dent Student Iiiuc* fi«W<''«- December 1981. 
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AppendbcB: 

Doto SoUrceiiEsdmoidoh Pr^ 
ond R6ll6bllltya6f Esittmot^^^ 




xXv^ sburcet^ Thb apiMndiim 

populations (xwered, definitions used, and. nec^siaiy simplifying assumptions 

and'adiustmcnts.:'.--.^.;::-;;- 



" C^nSUSt CurrOnt The current population Surveys (CPSj» conducted several times eachyear by 
PODUlOtiOn SurVGVS °^ census, collect economic, educational, and demographic, 

r wpw uw ■ VI w^j 9 jnformaiion from representative samples of the populafion. the October CPS 
cetlects data on school ehrollmeiit The March CPS collects detailed infonnation 
on educational attainment . 
^ The basic (rend data employatHfrlhls report are drawn from published data 

" ■ ' - ' ■ from the October surveys in the years specified. The data In the published reports 

, ■ . . are limited in four respects. 

1. Enrollments in noncollegiate' postsecondary schools are specifically ' 
. excluded. These institutions enroll about 12 percent of all independer^ 

'students. 

2. Detailed enrollment characteristics of students,35 years old arid over 
are not presented. These enrollments accourtt for perhaps one fifth of the 
independent student population. 

3. None of the tables in the School Enrollment CPS series provides 
sufficient detail to obtain estimates of the *^otent]al underKraduate" 

/ student pool, i.e., those who have completed high schoolbut not four 

years of college, The **potential undergraduate"* estimates in the paper 
' ^ have been obtained by applying the proximate shares ofthe identified age 
' and fariilly status groUpJ Who mieet the "potential undergraduate* i:iH(eria " 

' :j/^(from Uie Educational Attainment CPS.s^ 
• ' ' .vii^cn toiPcioh'tr: 

■ ' W Vyi.: As discussed In footnote 4, the Census does not collect Ihc^liforniatibn 
; . necessary to determine iridependence for the purposes of awarding 
financial aid. However, studepts can be identified by their reVorted family 
statuses. Among 19 to 24 years olds, the data identify three groups: 
^ : .•'primary family members,'* who are not currentiy.inarriedr^niarried," 

both in a parent's family or in their own households; Tand residuals, 
those neither in a primary family nor married. **PrImary family trie mbersT . 
' would include single children residing with their 'parents (clearly a 

. ^ dependent group). However, the^ would also include single parents 
(probably independent)^ At best, these divisions are suggestive of ; 
independent student status. . ' . 

The emphasis on trends, within spedfied groups, greaUymihimizeii the effects of 
these limitations and adjustments. The substance of the discussion v^ould 
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probably not be much different had more precUcmeasurei of the student pools 
,■ been available. . ■ 

Finally, while the Census data are used as casual, suggestive evidence of 
trends, we do have sorne indication of the relUibUity of the eitimatesshown in t^^ 
; tables. According to the Census publications, thVstandar^ • 
lii~€itinurteffingetolpew 



^ irthe samjpIiB eitimiit^ij^ Uomthe.tnitf^ as rriUclvail jpne 




Applied Management Sdences (AMS) oboduc^^^ HI of^ SttidOOt 

the U.S. bmoe of Education's '^tudy of the Impact of Student Fhiandal Aid UP^i ^ 
Programs" (SISFAP III) in the winter and spring ofI979 to evaluate the ability of ^ ' 
institutional and federal administrative polij^es and practices to fulflU the legis> 
l ativc goals associated with the student assistance programs. AMS deigned ft 1980 ■ > 
study to replicate this baseline study and, furtherr to iassess the impact of the ^ r ' . ^ 
Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 (MISAA) Both efforts cmploycd^^^^^^ 
two data collection instruments*. (1) the student questionnaire and (2) the record^ 
review Torm (Held personnel transcribed data from nriancia! aid records Tor each\ *' , 

redpient in the sample); Althouj^ the record review fonn maintaidCb a 10()%r^ 
completion rate," it collected data for aid recipients only; therefore, the student . 
questionnairjs data was used for this study. - , 

The estimates within each subgroup have been obtained by reweighting the . 
samples. We estimated the total enrollments within each of 80 cells (five , 
institutionaK sectors by fulltime or parttime by sex by four radal/ethnic ^ ^ , 
categories). The estimated figures for the 1979-80 academic year, derived from 
Census and NCES data, are shown in Table B-1 .The number of respondents with t 
no missing data elements was generated for each of the cells (Table B-^^^ . , 

the estimated enrollments were divided by the numbers In each cell* the ^ 
appropriate weight Tor a respondent in that^cell was obtained. The.welghtaare ; - , ' 
shown- in Table BO. Finally, after selecting independent students and excluding 
the cases missing various marital and household information, we atliusled'lhe ^ ' 
weights according to the probability of a (weighted) respondent receiving 
financial aid within each institutional sector. The financial aid adjustment factors 
for 1979-80 are found in Table B-4. ' 

Since the SISFAP data base does npt contain informatioa,^the dependency . " 

status in prior years, we obtained the self-sufficiency ^jftijjjBtfU!^ two-step C 
procedure. Fint, the sejfrsufficiency requirement was gitt^E^^ft||K? ^'"^ ^jt y 
dents only. The estim^te^ percentage reduction in the nuIIH|^||n^^jhe 
first year was then used to estimate the de crease for all. undei^Kpite surafnts. 
. ' We are assuming that, once this requirement is fully phased in, the drop in first '-^ 

year enrollments will be matched in the second-, third- and fourth-year classes. 
. This assumption probably leads to an overestimate of the decline In student 
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Tiblf b4 niiMdal A14 A4li»liMnl raciori, 1979^1980 ^ 

Citcutktedii: — BBOOKCtpkniilntii^lvani B 
Wei|hUtI DBOQ r»(lplenl| IqSISPAP : 



^ D«pind«ni 
lnd«p«ntlent 



0.67 
0.80 



pub. 2 

I,!? 



0.69.: 



,0,22 
0 5(1 



d.9» 

).52 



Cakulated ii; ^•'•hlpd SISPAP total - (Welihled SISPAP aid rfclplenii X 



S ) 



Welihtad SISPAP total > W«l|ht«d SISPAP aid raclpi«hli 



Dopondem , 
lnd«p«nd«nt 



PBk.4 

1.52 

1.27 : 



Pub. 2 

.Oj77 . 
O.W 



Prit. 4 
I.9L 
1.41 



PriT. 2 

2.16, 
1.40 



Prer^m. 

1.03 
= 0.24 



numbers, since students previously defined as depentiont coujd stop-but^ meet 
theself-sulTiclency requirement, and return to school as qualifying Independents. 
Sejgond, Nye estimated the.numben still qualifying within the siibgroups. Our 

. approach was. flnt» to apply the percenUge change In the distribution of nrst-year 
students by subgroup to the distribution of all undergraduates within each group; 
But one further adjustment was required. Students move from one subgroup to 
another as they persist In school— younger to older age groups, two-year to four- 

. year colleges. As a result, when the revised distributioris withlit a category are 

, applied, the total for the category exceeds (or falls short of) the total for the entire 
population. So. where the percentage changes, based only on first-year enroll- 
ments, yielded over- or under-cstimates of the total number qualified within a 

♦ given category, the over- (Under-) estimate has been deducted (added) to the sub- 
groups within each categor)^ according to their origlnal share of the total. 
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TibU Cbmiet to Pell (Bulc) Qtwi AppUawU by 
Ag« »Bd Dep«Bd«Bcy SUtiuM976 lo 1980 , 



: 1971 f im 1I7« !• I»7I 



ToUl, ill y»ifi .'j 

19 y«iri or leu - 
,\ 20ind21 

, 23 to29y«»ri 
3Qy««nand older.' 

■ Independent, %n yean 

t9yunor lei« 
; . 20 and 2k yearr 

22 to 24 yean 

25 to 29 yein 

)0 yein and older ' 

Sourc«:U^. Department orEductllofl, Bureau orsiudentAiiiiUnc«,ft//CrtiflJ/Vai/oflfl/5Mmmav 
5M/mfcj: i<M</#m/^ y#ar (and earlier yeanK unpublished Ubutationi 098^ 
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M.O 




35.3 


-1.8 , 


47.2 
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Table C-1 Mean A«e of CSS Undergradiiate FloancUl Aid AppUcaata by 
Yeaf In School luid Db^^ndency^tattut 197^ to 1981 y 

-■ ■ ■ Atetaa* Age .■ •■ ■■■ 



DeHR^eBt Uadecfra^ialei 

Freslimin . 
Sophomore 
Junior . 
Senior. 

ladtfitBdeal Und«rtn'«M«t 

Freshmen 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 



•1-82 


r 80-81 


79-M 


7i-7», 


77-78 


76-77 


19.5 * 


19,9 


18.9 


19.6 


19.5 


19.0 


18,9 


18.9 ■ 


17,9 


18.5 . 


18.6 


18.5 


20.0. 


20.0 


19.0 


19.7 


19.6 


■ 19.6 


21.0 


21.0 


20.1 


20,7 


20.6 


20.7 


22A 


, 22.0 . 


20.9 


21.6 


21.5 


21.6 


26.6 


26.6. 


25.5 


. 26,4 , 


26.4 


26.4 


27.3' , 


27.1 


26.0 


26.8 


27.0 


26.9 


26.9 


26.7 


25.6 


26,7 


26.5 


26.4 


26.2 


' 26.2 


25J 


25.9 


26.0 


26,0 


261 


26.1 


25.1 


25.8 


25,7 


25.8 



Source: Coileie SchoUnhip Spnlco, National Summaty Data: 1981-82 {m6 earlier reporU). 1982. 
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Mr- QiiADiBiuxr You have requeeted our response to these two 
questions, the extent of obuse and how do we change the definition. 
Let me just moke very Jbrief background commento and then turn 
to those two questions, The bedrock of the student aid systenrsince 
the 1960's has been the assumption that parents have^: the primary ^ 
obligation to pay for their children's higher education^^^^ 

No one argues that that obligation lasts indefinitely but where to . 
draw the line is the . question. Really we come to a philosophical 
and subjective policy issue more than an anedytical.' At what point 
or under what circumstances should j^arents oe viewed as having 
no f\irther responsibility for^heir offsprings' education. Much is at ' 
stake. I think there are some potential tradeoffs with Federal cut- 
offs and generally less student aid money to go around. The 
amount oraid awarded to students who are treated as self-support- 
ing is determined solely on the badis of their own incoilae and 
•••assets.-- ■ ■,-...^..v.::., .: ■,■.,.'..,..:::■},.::....,.: . , 

If students Whose parents could- r^ 
pay college costs are able to take advantage of aid programs by 
qualifying under self-supporting definitions, less money will be 
available for legitimately needy, dependent and independent stu- 

:'dents.- • '•.■',„■ 

What are the perceived flaws in the Federal definition? The Fed- 
eral definition has three parts. The first two parts of the test, fi- 
nancial support and residence, are difficult to verify and can be 
easily circumvented. In-kind support from parents and gifts from 
friends {ind relatives, for example, can simply be overlooked. 

1^ As for the income tax criterion, families that choose to do so can - 
give up the exemption for the otherw^ 

memberland in. most cases the greater tax liabinty v^dll be niore.?^^^^; : 
than offset by the student's increased eligibility for sttident^^a^^^^^ 
the self-supporting basis and families that have not planned dh^e^^^^ 
in this way can fue amendiad .tax retunis after^^^ >^ 
the same calculated bene fits. Well, because of these poten tial' tirade- ^ : 
offs and the perceived loopholes in the current definitionv there <are;: ^ 
already two results in practice that I would like to pHpirit tb.v ' / 

First, because of a widespread perception that t|ie F(^^^ . ' 

too permissivip, the lid has been kept on the amounts of. aid awara- - 
ed to students who do qualify as independent students because the 
aid community poHcjrcnakers in general have wanted to' Savoidairo^ . ^ 
viding neater incentives for dependent students to ;dec|are> 
independence. \ l .- ^ ^' , . ^ 

Yet, existing need analysis systems are apparently tob!harsli on 
independent students. Confess called for changes in tlus^^^^^r^^ 
'When it passed the Education Amendments of 1980 suiq^ithere"^^ 
been growing sentiment in the aid comraimity that the! treatraent 
in need analysis of independent students should be lib^rkliized^ but^ 
by and large these reforms have been held off* .Thus, truly mde- 
pehdent students are perhaps being ^penalized '4n terms of the ; 
amount of aid they receive peccilise of^ apparent pr6b|iemi3 in the 
definition of independent status. ; . ; ^ :'^.'::'r^.':<'-,»'^ ; : 

The second result, and there are seyeral State^reprjBserilAtiye^ 
the panel so I won't^pend time on thiiB,^but 

perceived problems 1b that a ^jrowing'numb^ of States^^a^ \ 
tions have adopted strictei^ criteria for detem selfTSuppjorting 



5(1: 



Btatus Afidoc^oir owh efudoAfiaM^^^i^^^^ 
oral dmnMori: J W> / >/ , / ^ 

Of tlijf; 10 > fitatds <Jp6ratHlg . thoj 
prografjpi^ ih the couiitry; seven no 
tlon ?6f ln(le|ierfdehc§ than ns nejcesi^a 
subcbrftirttitloe Will bear ftbm oSo of; 

'aid Stpte. Iltitfois^ 





^dte^ftho Fed- 

aded scholarship 
tighter demonstra-- 
^ • - federal rules. The 
those^^tates, Pennsylvania, in 

a moment anci an laid St^^ 

;NOW 1^^^ which we initiated 

pveif iK^e^r ago to rej^^ ,pational data that might sug- 

gests the exfeni of thjeT^pir^^ for improved 

defihitidn; Our ixims w|^^ tp estitt^teVwho is qualifying as inde- 
pendH^t^n^^^^^ curr^t rules dna WKo would be affected by var- 
ious bipRofw for xh6nge^ . 

^^ i^ £kr6^tivo limit^UoM^.i^ data that are important to 

pte: Firat,, tb<M^Oare*i^ sponsored isample 

ilVveyv^f studil^te^^^^ almost always a 

of a few years; in tl^fe^ a^^ such, reprpsfgintative nation- 

^ta. The drawback, of c6U]i^^ is that we can't take account of 
recent ti:end^V * , ti' ' v 
^ cbnd,'Jhe. au^rVey date to undergraduate enroll- 

^ni&i, It dpes not cover the final 

aniS^ Conclude that separate criteria are 

rieiils^ary anjj^a^rppryl^ ^to determine self-supporting status for 
qnde/gmducF!^nH /graduate students instead of the combined defi- 
nJLjion tnat weiha^e tirider title IV now. Our study doesn't speak to 
, t^'qiJi^Btion dirQctjjly3§ 

;f'^ow let^e tuisn . two questions that you posed' for this 

hearingZ/blii^^w^^Q^ and our review of oth6r available evi- ^ 

' Qi^lp available national data can firmly as- 

j/^^ ! c^ current definition of independent status 

, V.^S/bfemg'^^^^W^^ contrary to the spirit, if not the letter^ of 

Y is, students and families making calculated fi- 

/ ;V -iiailiiaLar^ qualify for more .aid. There is nP way to 

;'-vv?^aeictiitojn.^^ . .. v ' 

dr^aw inferences from data on trends in the number 
' of JtudentsJ classified as self-supporting. The 

V humbeih^^ as independent underrall aid pro- 

ir grams'^nder the' ^.F^ has CTOwn Tapidly in recent 

vyejarB/We know the large source of grow£n in the number of such 
' students is the increa>j>ed enrollment of adults. Patterns of» postsec- 
;bnflaW enrollment are becoming more complicated in the 1980's 
^ahd that is part pf (Jie reason for the growth in independent stu- 
dents. - ^ . . 
But part of tha grbwth is also coming from tiie younger tradition- 
v - kl collage-age grMips, 18 to 21 and ages 18 to 24. One can infer from 
the data that tnere is a prpblem and that it is not insignificant. 
Also recent deS^elppments hot^ reflected 'in currently available na- 
tional data, £(,gain^ may be accelerating the trend toward ihdepend^ 
, ence at the yoiinger age levels. ' 
It is vvprth noting in this regard that a new and potentially '. ' 
•strong incejitive for middle to* upper middle income students to de- 
clare independence hais been in effect in 1981. In that year, Coh- 
^ f g^ess imposed a $30,000 family income cUtofF with a heed test re- 
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quirod obovo that lovel for Ouaranteod Studont LoanB. Tho flat 
Income cap pormlta virtually all atudente who claim to bo financial- • 
ly independent of their parents to qualifv for subsidized Iqans re^ 
gardless of what other resources thety might have available. 

Data on recent borrowing patterns in New York State may re- 
flect the results of this situation. The dollar volume of QSL de- 
clined by an estimated 13 percent in Now York in 1982-83 as a con- 
sequence of *the Federal fmpo9ition of the $80,000 income jt^utoff. 
The number of borrowers, however, in thq income category below 
$10,000 jumped by an estimated 25 percent. The pattern may well 
have resulted from substantial numbers of students doclaring 
themselves to be financially independent of their parents to qualify 
for the program. ^ . . . , 

{ whatever the extent of the abuse, what should be the^Federjil re- 
sponse? One possibility is for the Federal Government not to make 
a change but to let States and institutions make adjustmOnts on 
their own as they .have been doing. 

My own view is that there is a compelling case for revision of the 
Federal criteria, if only in the interest of consistency. No one, cer- 
tainly not students, will gain by the proliferation of 60 different 
State definitions a^ well as a number of institutional variations. 
Continued movement in this direction will only complicate student 
aid application forms and the coordination of Federal, State, and 
campus programs. , . > 

Our study analyzed various possibilfties for tightening up the 
current definition, some Of whicn have already been implemented 
by States and institutions. Tt^e possibilities include extended tax 
independence which Lihda Berksnire mentioned a moment ago in 
the testimony frorh the National Coalition. ^ . 

Another is age. The second possibility is the most easily under- 
stood straightfor^ivard and verinable addition that could be made to 
the current definition in age criteria.' Indiana and New York, for 
example, require that all students under age .22, with certain limit- 
ed exceptions/ apply as dependent studenta. " ; 

A third possibility ia proof--0f^self-sufficiency. *A major objection 
to |he Federal definition is that it allows studenta to be classified 
as independent without evidence that they have established a pat- 
tern of self-supporting behavior. A self-sufficiency test would re- 
quire studenta to document through tax returns or records^of non- 
taxable incom6 that they have had the financial resources to sup/ 
port themselves in households separate frpm their parenta. 

finally, the status of being married or having dependenta is a 
verifiable circumstance and the presence of a spouse or other de- 
pendenta might be taken as a reasonable ,#oxy for financial 
independence. , ' - 

]fJow, to be specific in answer to your question about how to 
change the. definition. We suggest the following combining several 
of the foregoing, concepts. Switch to an age — this is on page 10 of 
the 'written testimony— switch to an age criterion for those under 
age 22--all under age 22 would be considered automatically de- 
pendent— and to an age criterion for studenta 25 and over; they 
; would all be considered automatically ind^endent and then limit 
' the , requirement of the current three-part^ Federal definition or an 
extended version of it to 22- to 24-year-old. ! 



Exceptiona to the blanket osaumption of dopondenta urjdor Qg^22 
could be .made for orphana and ward^j of the court, atudonts Who 
have dependenta of their own and perhaps other categoriee^ The 
sever&l Statea that have movecjl in thia direction of an agje criterion 
have varioua combinationa of exceptiona. 

Thia approach would offer many advantagea, in my vi<9w^ eoaing 
the ^miniatrative burden, autoniaticaUy aaying that large 
groupa of atudenta under 22 and over 26 are one atatua or the 
other, while at the aame time increasing veriflablUty, Age ia an ex* 
tremely veriflable easily verified criterlpn, SyniboUcally, it would 
also reinforce, the assumption of porental respohaibility through at 
leolt the traditional ages spanning undergraduate education. 

Finally^ Mr. Chairman, my final comnieht is that in hiy view, 
thia would read out of the programs the students who may be abus- 
ing the program now from middle- and upper^middle-income levels. 
It would not adversely affect low income and the noedie8( atudentSr 
Those students already qualify under dependent student criteria on 
the basis of full need; ■ 

I commend this suggestion to the subcommittee. Thereiare other 
ways to go. This is one that I hope will heljp in your deliberations. I 
would be glad to aniswer questions to amplify. 
- Mr. Simon. Thank you.. We have a roll call over on th^ ifloor now 
and we are going to have to take a brief break and we wm resume 
the hearing shortly. ^ 

fBrief recesf] / 

Mr. Penny/ Chairman igioLon had some other business to take 
care of. He will be here sllJmy, but we want to proceed with those 
witness list. The next oh the list is Keith Jepsen of the Illinois 
State Scholarship Commission. . 

Mr. Jepsen. 

[Prepared statement of Larry E. Matejka follows;] 

Prkpar^d Statement op Larry E. MatxjkaV Executive Director, Ilunois State 
Scholarship Commission 

' Mr. Chairman/ members of the subcommittee^ I am K^ith Jepsen, Deputy £xecuv< 
tive Director, and I am presenting testimony for Larry Mateika, Executive Director 
of the Illinois State Scholarship Commission. I am pleased to appear before you 
today to present testimony on thet issue of independent studdntli. i ' 

.BACKGROUND 

The question of how to define independency for purposes of student fmt^cifiil aid 
has been reviewed over a long period of time. The problem in developing a defihi* 
tion to suit the purpose of aid programs has been to develop some form of classifies* 
tion which will clearly indicate that a student is not dependent on his or her par- 
ents, or shouldn't be expected to be, for financial support. Because ;of the high 
demand on aid program funds for assistance in recent jrears, attention has again 
focused on the independent student definition and possible abuse of that definition 
in order to become eligible for assistance or greater amounts of assistance. 

A significant amount of state l\inds in Illinois are used to support independent 
students in paying their college tuition costs. The Illinois State Scholarship Commis- 
sion's Monetary Award Program ' is one of the largest state grant programs and 
during this vear, 1983-84, will provide a total of $104 million to just over 100,000. 
Illinois resioents. Of those eligible to receive grants, roughlv 40 percent are classi- 
fied as independent students. Illinois uses' the same definition used by the federal 
government. The minimum grant to eligible students is $240 and the maximum will 
cover public tuition and fee costs or up to $2,200 at private institutions. 

Therefore, the discussions about, the current independent student- definition and 
proposed revisions to that definition are of great importance to the Illinois program. 
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irruny oriNDRjPHNDKNT rruDXNT0 IN IIXINOI0 

Our Intorost In thii am wm rokindidd last ipring by ronowod «rrorU ta ohango 
the doflnltion of the Independent ttuddnt, Tho ottacnod study roeultDd (Vpm thoeo 
fjropoeoli and our anahiiUof themr^^^-^^^^^^^'^^^/^ v . • 
. The proposol by the Deportment of Bduoatton, that of requiring a Btrlot offe limi- 
tation-^onyone un^or 22 yooni of age had ^> file aa Indopondont, wos met with oppo 
•ition. The primary concern woe that iomo studohUi who are legitimately lelfrBup- 
porting ut an earlier age would be denied accoM to higher education. Tfye Deport- 
ment's folloW'Up proposal later this spring included flvO categories of students who 
by the nature of their categorization would be required to meet speoiflo criteria for 
varying periods of time in order to^bo considered independent Our initial reaction 
was that this more complex method of trying to determine 'Hrue^' independonoy. 
while oppronrlately targeted, would result In a more complex npplioatlon form ond 
was something wo wanted to metisuro for changes In stotus on Ilirnois residents who 
apply for Pell Grants. ' ^- ^ ■ 

Consequently, in early Juno our staff sought to identify Illinois Poll Grant appli- 
cants who changed their dependency status from dependent to independent between 
the years of lOBl-82 and to analyze tho impact this change had on Poll Grant eligi- 
bility for Illinois residents, 



The group studied consisted of Illinois Pell Grant applications during the years 
1080-81, 106l-82. and 1082-88. Tho data for the applicants was taken from the Illi- 
nois Pell Grant State Agency Tapes for those years. Using the tape data, applicants 
were classified into the appropriate proposed category sot forth by the U.S. Beoart- 
ment of Education in their new proposed deflnition. Those categories included: (1) 
veteranr (2) married non-veteran; (3) unmarried non-veteran over 21; (4) unmarried 
non-vetoran under 22 with dependents; and (6) unmarried non-veteran under 22 
without dependents. 

Dependency status changes were easy to deteiTnine by matching students who ap- 

gliod as dependents the prior year with those who applied as independents for 1981- 
2 and 198^83 and recording tho changes for matches. 

To analyz^^o impact of tne change in dependency status, Pell Grants were esti- 
mated for students both as dependents and as independenta To estimate the 
amount of the grant, the Student Aid Index was subtracted from $1,670, the maxi- 
mum Pell for all years studied. The college budget or cost wos determined for two 
groups of students. For students who applied to institutions eligible to participate in 
the 8£ate grant. program, the budget was calculated by adding actual tuition and 
fees^ room and board, and $400. For state grant applicants at non-residential institu- 
tions; the budget was equivalent to tuition and fees, $400, an^he $1,100. These two 
budgets were applicable for 60 percent of the total Illinois Pell applicants who also 
applied for state grant eligible institutions. The other 40 percent of Pell applicants 
applied for Illinois schools not eligible for state grants. Those budgets^ were set at 
$8,600. 

For attrition purposes, the institutional state grant attrition figure was used in 
detei'mining how many eligible Pell applicants actually used and created payout for 
the Pell Program. For the ether 40 percent of thb applications, a fiS percent attri- 
tion figure was used to calculate actual payout. 

' r 

RESULTS 

Our first concern was to determine how manv students changed their dependency" 
status bewteen specified application years, we found that between 1980-81 and 
' 1981-82, 4.2 percent or 6,824 students changed from dependent to independent. The 
second question was the impact on the Poll Program. That change resulted in an 
increase of $1.9 million in Pell Grants to Illinois independent students. (From $4,8 to 
$2.9 in the group making tho change)? Similarly between a9|81-82 and 1982-83, 4.4 
percent or 5,799 changed from dependoht to independent Bt[£ni increased cost of $1*8 
million (from $4.9 to $3.1 million for this group). , 
Other observations which we were able to make include the following: 

1. The percon^ge of independent applications in Illinois had increased from 39 
. percent In 1980-81 to 41 percent in 1982-83. This is about fiveVr six percent below 

the national average. 

2. Under the U.S. Department of Eduaition proposal for the independent student, 
88 percent (94,654) of the Illinois students who applied as independents in 1982-83 
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tor Poll OrantN would nol hava thotr dop«n(lenoy HtatUN changml. In other words* 
thoy would continue to' bo trontod Indop^ndonti. • 

«). The out()gory of «tudonti affootod U thot of tho uhmurrlod non-votoranN under 
oge 2i!2 with no dopendontn. Thll'group ropretentod 12 percent of the 1082-88 Inde* 
pendent Rtudenta. They would bo required to m(K)t tho propoiod throe-part inde- 
Dondent atudent deflnitlon for two prior yeort and the current aword year for lp84- 
B^) and for three prior yearn and the oward yeari thereafter. 

4« The largest inorqaBo In eligibility because of dependency changes 'was received 
by students closslfled as unmarried non-veterons under oge 22 with no depondetits. 
Of the totol $1.0 million Increase resulting IVom changes in 1081-82» $LS million 
was ottrlbuted to this group of the tot&l $1.8 million Ihcrenso In 1082-83, $1 million 
was attributed to this group. 

5. So while this group roproHontod 12 porce*nt of the total Independent student 
group receiving payments In 1082-8U, they represented 75 percent of the Increase In 
payout as a result of switching their sttiitus from dependent to lnde|H)ndont. 

I88C RKCOMMKNDATION 

The primary cdncorn for changing tho definition of indopondonco Is perceived 
abuse of tho current definition bv parents and student who switch dependency 
status to increase tholr eligibility for fedoKOl studbont aid. Our study has shown this 
this grouD Is tho one with the most ImpacVm^o program by virtue of changing 
status. Wo also noto o concern for studonta who upon graduation Are truly without 
any support from tholr parents for ono reason or another. We have olso tokotl Into 
account tho changes which would be required on the application forms in order to 
determine independent stotus by t'ho proposed deflnitlon put forth now by tho Do- 
partmoQt of Education. As a result, wo recommend that unmarried non*Votorans 
under tho age of 22 without dependents, be prohitfltod from changing tholr status 
from dopendont to ihdopondent after they have made on initial application; Fur* 
ther» that the current throe-part deflnitlon now used on the flnancial aid applica- 
tion forms continue to be used for all other students. 

Marital status* veteran status, age, and number of dependents can alreadv-be de- 
termined from the data collected on the forms. Since the Dopartmeni^ of Education 
has a cross-year system, this could be used to monitor any Mtempts to change do- 
pendency status. No new system would have to be developed. 

As indlcatixi earlier, this particular group of students by changing dependency 
status for 1082^83 resulted In an Increasod estimated Pell Grant payout in Ullnois of 
about $1 million. If the ISSC proposed deflnitlon had been In eflect for both 1081-82 
and 1082-83, the savings would have been approximately $2.3 million. After three or 
more years^ the difference would be expected to $3 to44 million or 3 percent of the 
total Pell payment to Illinois applications. We would fUrther anticipate that u ap- 
plied to other states, the expected sayings would be from $70 to $90 million annual- 
ly after the first three years. 

While some exceptions would need to be considered, perhaps under the Special 
Conditions, Form, for considerations such os death of parents, we would recommend 
our proposal as one which disallows higher Income families from transferring family 
responsibility for paying college costs to the federal government, and at the same 
time reduces internal administrative costs and permits a less complex application 
form for all students. • ' / 





STATI 
BCHOLARBHIP ; 
COIVIIVIIBSiaN 

MO W. J«rf»rton, OuM 111 - BprinofWcl, *- MITOa - BIT/?**'©?©? 

June Ifl, 1983 

Mr. Drlin Korrlgin . * 

Basic Grant Policy Section r , 

Office of Student Financial Aiilitance 
U. S. Department of Education 

Room 431B R.0.b;3: . - / ' 

400 Karyland Avenue. 

•^•Washington, O.C.-^20202--'; ■• 

Dear Mr, ,Kerr1gani 

This Is In response to EO»s Invitation to comment (May 23, 1983 Federal 
R egister ) on the proposed 1984-155 definition of Independent student* He 
oppose the definition and are suggesting a substitute procedure (see 
attached) that is: 

• much 1eis complex, 

• less costly for all parties Involved In delivery 
systems, forms, etc., . 

• saves several million Pell Grant dollars In Illinois ^ 
' . and appi*ox1iMtely $70*90 million nationally, and 

• affects only the 5X of Pell Grant applicants which are 
ED*s apparent target (and likely only 3 out of 5 of 
these m). 

Tha ISSC recwvwndatlon is to add one simple edit check In the ED Pell Grant 
automated cross-year edit iystemr. The new edit would prevent calculation 
of a Student Aid Index for students switching status from depend^n> to 
Independent between two school years. 

Feel free to contact me If you or anyoni at EO has questions or comments. 
Sincerely, ■ " . ^ 

. Steve D. Cameron ^ 
Assistant to the Executive Director ftf 
Management and Operations Research 

SDC^n ... 
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Th«; Indipfndtnt Ulidint ulif jnUlonlai Wtn in fiiuf In ttudint flniMliV 
11^ for a number of y«iri, Ntointlyi thi Intiriit In Ihf daflnuion Hii 
b«fn hoightanoa by dinlnliMnt) ifudtnl f1Mn«1it.itd 4«lUri ind i nitloNl 
Inttriit In prtvintlng wiita. friud. m ibuil of flovimmint prorinv, Hiny 
cimpui offkiili larH thit ihf Mvimitflt^inottld dliooiiraoi fndipinilinei* 
of-convinitnc«i which illowi itMOonti to tfioUrt tHmiolvii indiptntftnt in 
«n lUiwpt u incrtoif tholr ilfofMllty for itudtnt finineli) iid. ISK 
U iu9i}iit1no I much fill dOPpliM but ntuiiiy iffietlvi difinltlon to 
•ddriii thi IX of tho indopindtnt ■pplUinti it liiaii 

IBEBflim 

In tht Ftdtril f^tglittri dattd Niv 23i lOO)/ tho OcpirtDtnt of Cducitlon 
h«t propottd I DodlflGitlon In O0a«li\(tho Indopindont ttudont d|f1n1t1on)» 
Tht propoitd Indfptndtnt itudtnt difinltlon citoQorlxit Indipcndint ttudontt 
Into fivi oroupa ind nqulrti Indtpondmt itudintt to mot thi ourront 

Indfptndtnt ««dint diftnltloft for aiffinnl^pirlodi of tiM. 

, ' ■ * .... 

ED Propoiid Indoprndtnt Istudlnt Oif 1n1 t1on'^^^^~ — 
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with doptndtnta 
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9i Unmarrltd non- 
vattrani undtr 22 
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b. mi-6t 


X 
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X. , . 


X ' 



Tht Illinois Statt Stholarthlp Conmltdon ^nalyztd tKt propoitd Indtptndtnt 
ttudtnt dtfinltlon and Its Impact on pllnolt Ptil Grant applkantt. In 
1982*83 108*1^3 or ipprojUmattly 41 ptrctnt of thi Ptil Grant appllcintt from 
Illinois w^rt indtpindint itudtnti. Tht tablti attachtd Indlcitt that In 
1982'83 26 ptrctnt of thi Indtptndtnt appllcanta wtrt vtttrans and/or marrltd. 
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V p<««nt itin wn^vitfrini mf II )/un of igii 4 piMini win 

unMrrlid non«v«urini wmtir 11 wfth 4tpiAd«nti, iml II Mfctnt wtri urw«rr1id 
(>on«vittrani undtr II yitri of igc without do(»«nd«f)ti. Thi propot«d fndiptn- 
dint itudtnt diflnttlon would ftqulro 64|7M or M ptrtint of th« 1ndtpind«ntl 
(ufwirrifd non.yittr*ni ovir «l Of ufKlor II with dtpondtnti), to Mit Ihf , 
currint diflflltlon for ono prior ind thi firit S«1ind«r yuf of tho 
iMird ytar, Undtr CO*t ipprotch ooflinning in i)i449 or. U ptrcont of 

tho indtpondtnt non%ittrini undir ll without diPindtnti would hivo to mitt 
tho currtnt difinitiont for two prior ytiri ind tho oilmdir yMf of tho iward 
voir. In l9O9-0( ID*i difinitiofl rooulrii thf iMo group of ttudtnti to mot 
tho crittrU thru prior yiiri ind tho ciltndir voir of thi owird yiif , Tho ' 
totil numbir of lllinoii applicmti which would bi nquirid to provi dipin< 
dincy for yiirt prior to tni cilindir yiir of tho «w«rd yoir uiino tho pro« 
poitd indipindint ttudirtt difinition would bo ipproMimtily 79,000 or U 
pirctnt of thi currini indipindint ikudinii, 

iSSC PMPQSAL ^ /V ' ' 

; Sinci thi pfimiry concirn ii to Mvint itudtnti from diclirino thifflitlvii; 

indipindint in ordir to quilify for Moro fininciil iid»,thi ISSC pfopoiii ' 
.^that unntarfiid non-vitiram undir II with no dipindintt bl prohibltid from 
^ iwitchino dapandtncy itatui* Ixeiptioni could bo illowid vii thi Spociil 

CQrwitiort tpelicitloft. Tho curnn« Indopindont itudont difinitiort ihould 

continui to bo uiid for othir ttudtnti, 



ISSC l^ropoiid Indipindint Studint Doflnltlon 



I. Urnmrriad non*vitirini 
undir It without dipindinti 


i^rohibit iwitch in dipindtn<:y 
ititut (froMi dipondint to 
indipindint) 


2. All oth«r indapindirtti 


Haintain currint indipindint 
itudint difinition 



In 1982-83, 5,799 of tht 100^23 lllinoii indip<indinti Witchid thalr 
dtpindincy itatui from dipindint in 1981-82 to indipindint in l962tAD. 
Thill 5,799 itudinti incriilid thiir Pill Crint lligibility by 98 ^ircint 
from )3.1 million to $4,9 million, Prohibiting tho 2,4M.unmarriid non- 
vitirint un<jir loi 22 without dipindmti from iwUchino thiir dipindincy 
itatui in 1982-83 would havi iivid ipproximtily II niilion in iitiinatid 
Pill Grant pi^nti. If thi difinition hid biin in elici for thru or 
won yiiri thi Uvinoi could hay • nachid $3 to $4 million or ipproxiMtily 
3 pircint of thi total Pill Orant poymnt to lllinoii applicants. KationiUy 
Mith a )2.4 billion appropriation thi ISSC proposal win savi bitwim S70 
to $90 million lach yiar, 

Sinci ill of thi data ilaminti an alriady collictid to datirtnini marital 
itatuii vitarin itatui, dipandints, and aM» thi currint financial aid 
applications would not hayi to bi ixpandid to implimint thi ISSC propoiad 
indipindint studint difinition'. A croii-yiar idit chick in thi Pill Grant 
lyitam (to chick for i changt in dipindincy statui) would havi to bo divil- 
opid to idintify unRvirrlid non-vatirahs undir 22 without dipondints who 
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THE. ED INDEPENDENT STUDEHT r DEFlNlTlON 
-"TW TSSt ANALVStrAHD RgCOMHSNDATION 



Introduction ;*■•■.. •" ' ■ ' 

The Independent studen,t defin1t1bn r?ce1ved a considerable amount of' attention . 
during school yiear 1982-83 when the United States Department of. Education , : - 
proposed that the current definition be changed. The Department favored a 
definition which. required a student to be a certain age before independent self^ 
supporting. status could be claimed. The College Scholarship Service, In a r , ^ 
recent publ Icatlon; pbi nt^d/out f How tp 1 dentify and treat the ;inde|Jehdent or ; * 
:.$elf-suppprt1ng.student$fS^^not a' new question, outfit has 'taken "on; greater ^^^^^^^r 

• seH oqs ne$S; a$ mor* '■ and ihori^ students ' apply f for f1 nanci al :*1 d rUntfer the \ ndepen- ' 
: dent rubric i. thas placing '.inci^ea$ed.'pressure^ort'?t 1m1 ted - risouixes;* ; The ciirrei^j: 
-definition has ithreef provisions rthat a p^ the- v 

s^den t ;rece tyes :.f 1 n^ntli^ afdi.as ■ wel 1; as the precedl ng. cal endar year; 

1. ; The*student\d1d not live with parents for more than 
:» six weeks (42 days), 

• ^ . ■ ' ' '■ ' '. . , ■ ■ . . 

2. The parents did not claim or will not claim the student 
^ as an income tax exemptlonr 

3. The student did not or will not receive more than $750 
\ support from the parents. ■. ' ■ 

Hany'st'udent financial aid officers and public policy-makers compTaln that the 
current defl nit Ion 'Invites misreporting by ; student^ who are presumably making 
themselves more eligible for student financial aid. ^The problem has been 
magnified by the^recent reductions In student financial ald^S&ndlng. 

■ Last year the U.S.. Department of Education proposed that student^^ould not ^ 
be allowed to claim Indepenrf^nt^or self-*support1ng, status until age 22 un- . ^ 
less they are orphans or wards' of the court, A number of national student 
financial aid organizations responded that the age-based definition was too 
restrictive. The problem with the ED proposal Is 'that students under age 22 
who ane legitimate self-supporting students.could be denied an access to a 
higher education. ' ' ''i 

On May 23, 1983, the Department of Education In Federal Realster, volume 48, 
number 100, proposed a modification In rule 668.1a (the Independent student 
deflpltlon)^ .The proposed Independent student definition categorizes students 
Into five groups and requires independent' .students to Ttieet the current indepen- 
dent student three point criteria for different periods of time.; ■ 

Purpose . . ' : 

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the- impact of the May 23, 1983 
Department of Education's proposed independent student definition on Pell 
Grant applicants in Illinois; identify Illinois Pell Grant applicants who 
switched their dependency status from dependent to independent in 1981-82 
and 1982-83; and analyze'the Impact their switch in dependency status'had 
,on-Pel'l-»tJrant eligibility. 



Data • . V • 

The data used In this analysis consists bf ig80-81v 1981-82, and 1982-83 
Illinois Pell Grant state agency tapes and 1962-83 Illinois State Grant 
■records. ^-^ y-- \ ^ ■• 'v^'-; 

Methodology \ ^ '/^ 

yto analyze the Impact of the Hay 23, 1983 Department of Education's proposed. 

Independent student definition. Independent students In 1980-81, 1981-82, and / 
.1982-83 were separated Into the five classifications Identlfjed by the federal 

govemmenti The following grid was developed. ' " > 



.Oepartonen 

' Hay 23> 1983 ^- '■yy::^^;r^->iiy\ 
^' ' Veteran'^ .Harried ^Over 21 Dependents 



Veteran 


Yes 








Harried non-veteran " 


No 


Yes 






Unmarried non-veteran 
Over 21 . • . 


' No ' 


No 


Yes 




Unmarried non-veteran 
under 22 with dependents: 


No ■ 


No 


No 


Yes 


Unmarried non-veteran 
under 22 without dependents 


No 


-".No- 


No . 


No 



The Illinois Pell Grant State agency tapes Include all of. the Information needed 
to Identify the five classifications, v , 

. The Pell Grant eligibility and payment for each student was estimated by sub- 
tracting the Student Aid Index from $1,670.: A $1,670 maximum Pell Grant was 
'used for 1980-81,^1981-82, and 1982-83 for comparative purposes. During each . 
^.of the three years approximately 60 percent of the 'Independent students attended 
\schools which were eligible for state.grants. For the students attendl no schools- 
eligible for the state grant program, the Pell grant budge^for Institutions with 
residential facilities was composed of tuition and fees plus room and board charges 
plus; $400. For schools without residential facilities, the Pell grant budget ; 
:Was the $1,}00 pluv$400 plus the tuition and fee figure. For the remaining 40 per- 
cent of the Independent students attending Institutions not eligible for state, 
grants a $3,600 figure was used for the Pell grant budget.' 

To estimate the Pell grant payment for the 60' percent ot the students attending 
Institutions eligible for s,tate grants, the Institutional state grant attrition 
figure Vfas iised. Since the ISSC piggybacks 'the federal system, this attrition 
figure should\be fairly accurate. For students attending institutions which r;-;: 
wer^ no^ eligible for state grants,- a' 35 percent payment attrition was used. . 

To determine the number of students who switched dependency status from depen- . 
dent In 1981-82,^nd 1982-83, "the dependents from the prior year were matched . 
with Independents for 1981-82 and, 1982-83. The Pell grants were estimated for * 
the students both as depe^nts and Independents. 
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. Findings . 
Table' r indicates that the percentages of Independent applicants In Illinois has 
Increased /Rm 39 percent to 41 percent during the last three years. This. Is 
vp 5-6 percent lower than the national figure, r 



^ , TAStt 1 

vM inirwfs P«n Grant AppMetnti 




Tout 



Table 2 Indicates that the nimlJer and percent oCurtmarrled. non-veterans under 
age 22 with no dependentsdeHheased from a high In 1981-82 of 17,121 or 20 • 
percent of the total 'IW^Sgdlfnt students to 13,469 or 12 percent of ine total 
In 1982-83. ^ The DepajfflwPs^roposed Independent student definition would re- , , 
quire these students'S^w^ the current three-part Independent, studint defi- 
nition for.two prior yttfl/ and the current award year beginning In 1984-85, .- . 
and three prior years, and the current aWard year, thereafter. Under-<he ED r/ 
proposal 94,654 or 88 percent of the Illlnols.studentS who applied as. Indepen-;' 
dents for pell Grants In 1982-83 would not be affected, ^The remaining 12 per- 
cent of the Illinois students who applied as Independents for Pell Grants In 
' 1982-83 would be affected by the proposed Independent student definition In 
1982-83. They would be required to meet the current three-part Independent 
student definition for the first calendar year of the award year and two prior 
years In 1984-85 and three prior years thereafter. 

^ TtfllK 2 nOHOtT.'JUHl ft. till ' 

llllHOll STATS aCHOlkXSMIf dMIMISSlOK *M*LT9la OP ■ • ■ 

■ « . . HUtllU OP UIIKOIS nil OltKT kPPltC/MTS tMECTEQ IT . -. 

■ HAT {], |fl] tf« ntOPOSEO t4«l9 IHOE^CNQEKT ITUQEMT QEPINITION 

-11 IflOEPeilQEMT PEKCEKTkOt It INOEPEKQEMT PEICEMTAOI II INQEPEHOENT PEKCENTAGI 
Mlt JPPIICAHTS IHMCH PEll »PPllCA«rS l« EACH ■ fEll ArPllcSStS i"eA?M 
»»•••'» CATeoOlT |tll-«2 . CATEQOdY . ltl2>IJ CATEQOXT 

flANRIEQ HQH-TEIEIAH ^ Jytti^ttT H IJ,«? II 2s!jS» »i 

UraAMIEO KOH-VETERAH QTEA 21 ""'sUAtS S« ' »s|;»l SI ll.liS 17 

UKtlARJlEO NDH-VE1 UIIDER 32 DEPENdEHIS ■x^£, 2;|4> - S t'w >j . ,J} "Jj , " 

UIIIIARIIEQ NDH-WCT UHDEX 32 HQ PEPEKPEHT9 12.««S 1* .17.121 • . « ' IJIaM . 13 

— , 17.72* 110.. • ■ .. Ill ,1I»<12J 111. • 



Table 3 provides estimated Pell Grant payment figures for the five Independent 
student classifications. The table Indicates that the total Pell Grant payments 
to Independents In Illinois has Increased by 25 percent frpnj $55.2 mlUIOn.ln 
1980-81 to $70.9 million In 1982-83; ^The total Pell Grant payment to Illinois 
residents 1n' 1980-81 was $^20 million; The. $55.2 million dollar estimate which 
is 47 percent of ttie total Illinois Pell. payment In 1981-82 seems reasonable, 
in 1982-83 the 13,469 unmarried non-veterans under age 22 with no dependents, 
12 percent of the total Independents, received $11.2 million or. 15.8 percqnt of 
the total estimated Pell Grant payment.. - 



Estimating. the cost savings of the peparttnent's proposed Indeo^ndent'^tud^ht 
definition fs not possible because we cannot detennlne from current data the : ; 
number of Independent students which would meet the new prior'year requlr^ments-i 
or the Pell Grant eligibility for the Independent students which would riot jneet 
the additional prior year, requirements and be forced to apply.. as depiendents.' ' ' 
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Table 4 indicates that in 19fitl-82 5,824 or 4.2 percent of 'the 1980-81 students 
?5So*55U®l*^ dependents switched the.ir dependency status to Independent. In 
i.TS: h^^^ ^'^ percent switched ,the1r dependency status from, dependent 
I IS?}-?? to Independent. The 5,824 students who switched dependency status 
• Is ^^^1^ estimatfid P611 Grant payment by 65 percent, from 

^h^M million. The 5,799 who switched in 1982-83 increased their esti- 
mated Pell Grant payment By 55 percent from $3.1 to $4.9 million. In both • 
^ 1981-82 and. 1982-83 the unmarried non-veterans under age 22 without dependents 
increased their eligibility by over 75 percent when they switched their dependency 
status. The 3,464 and 2,465 students who switched dependency status in both 
1981-82 ABd 1982-B3 experienced the largest -increases in their estimated Pell 
Grant payment when compared to the other four groups of independent students 
switching dependency status. The increase in Pell Grant eligibility after the 
switch from dependents to independents was $1.3 minion in 1981-82 and $1.0 
million in 1982-83. «i 
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Conclusion 

the Department of Wucatlon's Zif 1983^roposed Independent student .defir ;. 
nitlon would require approjtlmateiy 12 percent of the current Independent 
Illinois PeU Grant applicants (5X of all applicants) to meet the. current three- ,. 
part Independent student definition for. the first calendar year of the award 
year and. two prior years 'In 1984-85 And three additional \pr1or wars there-' . 
after. Independent students who apply and do not roeet the requirements would 
ha*e a difficult time meeting'the cufrerit definition for a prior year if they 
are forced to apply aj. dependents; \;In:«dd1tion»^^ . 
live at home while ettefWIng high; fchw^ ;:i 
vOepar^tis^ pnwosrt ; definition for; (Iti1iait^thr*e^y«r<;l^^ Zlv ; The 

uiwarrted^hOrt-'veterant'Under::ig« 

-atively effkted t^yj thi^roiibitd^ v 
dents' whose parents 'ii^lii^uUhYsuppOrt Iwaedlat^^ l-S 

In addition to the theorftlcal arguments agai^ Department of Education's - .: : 
proposed Independent student definition, official^ of the two cowpariies that: 
process the bulk of federal iid applications - the American College Testing / 
Program and the College Scholarship Service - have Indicated that the proposal 
would increase from' 6 to 30 the number of questions asked- oh the form to deter- 
mine Whether students are Independent. Most critics contend that the proposed 
definition is too Complex because it establishes three different standards for 
five categories of students.;. . . 

ISSC Recommendation , 

Since the primary concern 1$ abuse of the. current definition by parents and 
students who switch depehdenqy status to increase their ;eligibility for 
federal student financial Jid, the ISSC proposes that unmarried non-veterans 
under age ZZ.without dependents be prohibited from switching dependency status 
from dependent to independent. The current independent student definition 
should be used for all other students. ^ ' . * 

As a res'ult, the current' financial aid form would not have to be expanded. 
Marital status, veteran status, the age of the student, and the number of 
dependents can already be determined from the information gathered on the 
current forms. Since ED already has a cross-year system, it could be used 
to check the dependency status of the student in the prior year, and a new 
system would not have to.be developed^o Identify students who applied as 
dependents the prioryear and indeundents. in the current year. 

This anatysis Indicates that irra82-83 2,465 Independent students who were 
unmarried non-veterans under age 22 with no dependents applied as dependents 
the year before in 1981-82. These students increased the estimated Pell Grant 
payment by approximately $1 million. If the ISSC's proposed independent student 
definition had been into effect in both 1981-82 and 1982-83, the 1982-83 savings 
would have been approximately $2.3 million. After our proposed independent ^ 
student definition is in place for three or more years the annual savings should 
be approximately $3 to $4 million or 3 percent of the total annual Pell Grant 
payment to Illinois applipants. 

The ISSC proposes that unmarried, non-veterans under age 22 without dependents 
CED classification #5) be prohibited from switching dependency status. There 
<:ould be exceptions such as death of parents reported on the Special Condition 
applications. The current definition should be used for all other indepen- 
dents. This approach would not increase the size of the current financial 
aid forms, is simpller than the May 23,. 1983 Department of Education's defi- 
nition, affects approximately 3 percent of the total population and should 
result ip savings of $70 to' $90 million annually after the first three years. 
The definition prevents abuse of the current independent student definition 
to increase eligibility for federal financial aid, while protecting students 
under age 22 who apply initially as independents. In addition, prohibiting 
unmarried students without dependents under age 22 from switching to indepen- 
dent status prevents higher income families from transferring family respon- 
sibility for paying college costs to the federal government. 
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STATEMENT OP KEITH JEPSEN. ILLINOIS STATE SCHOLARSHIP 

COMMISSION 

. The testimony that we put together for t^ I think, cin be- 
best sumniarizei by nipping^ t^ the sixth page of th^ testimony 
JJgW^after that short jpage where there is a letter addressed to a 
: Mr/: Gamgan of thev Departm^ aitjjd rathW than 

drag^^^^ through the dete^ 

iheartof^ 

era! student-aid delivery system and tfo the Federal 

defmition.We find there is no problem with the definition. We- also 
suggest, however, that there is abme potential abuse and the way 
to stop that, in our vtew, in our study that we will talk about, if 
you would like, in greater depth, shows that the way to stop that 
abuse is to put one eimple edit procedLure in the national processing 
system, which prevents dependent students from a prior year, from 
applymg in the current year as an independent student. It is what 
we would call a classic, management-by-exception situation. You 
dont need a cannon; a simple— jnaybe eveh a BB gun— will do it 
by stopping students who were dependent last year from being con- 
sidered as independent this year. • 

The»Federal Government now has the capacity, as we understand 
it, in what they cqU a cross-year edit check system in the national 
processing contract to look at a student's record as it comes in this 
year to ^eje what it looked like last year. We think if all of the stu- 
dents w^ a potential risk here were to be abusing the system. 
It would be a 5-percent problem. Clearly, not all students that are 
the target are abusing the system. * 

tlf,^in bur judgment, the simple edit that we are suggesting was 
P^V^^to place, we estimate between $70 million and $90 million in 
the natipnal Pell budget could be saved. So that's basically wh^e 
we ^tand, I wouldn't change the definition, but! would prevent stU- 
- dents from changing status from one year to the ne:j^t. " 

There would be, of course, for some kind of an administrative 
vpvernde in thecase of, say, the death of the parents or something 
extraordinary and that can be accomplished by an already existing 
mechanic which is called the special condition application, which 
our -systeni and the national system also uses. ^ 
: . Penny. Thank you, Mr. Jepsen. ' ' 

I had a question,>ue we are going to hold all questions untifev- 
; eryone has had a chance to testify. So why don't we move to the 
^i??^^?.^??^^*^' Gary Smith, deputy for grants, Pennsylvania 
Hi^ffcr Education Assistance Authority. 

; [Prepared statementof Gary Smith follows:] , , 

Prepared Statement op Gary D. Smith, Deputy Director forjGhants, 
Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency : ; 

■ r»'^o^?.t^***i l^^ asking me to appear before this Subcommittee. My name is Gary 
p. Smith and I am Deputy Director for Grants for the Pennsylvania High Education 

; .Assistance >Vgency (PHEAA). The purposes of itiy testimony are threefold: (1) to de- 
scribe our State Grant program's criteria for determininaapplicant's statuses as in- 
dependent students, (2) to compare our criteria to those of the Pell Grants program 
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and (3) to then demonstrate how. applying the two different criteria to financial aid 
applicantsV Pennsylvania produces different results; u «u 

You^are ^miliar with the Pell criteria for Independent student status. ^which r^ 
quire cto aid, applicant to meet three tests of independency: He or she must nbt have . 
beeii claimed as an exemption on the parent's income; tax form^ must i^ot have Uvea 
with parents for more-than six weeks, and must not have received more thwi ?75U 
worth of financial support in the year preceding and the year for which aid is ex- 

^HEAA's criteria are less stringent in some ways^ and more stringent in^ othera. 
We are less stringent in that two categories of applicw^ 
penderitvVeterans of the armrf seryl(^ 
: 5ie feei^that thetf 

awards process. AdditionaUy* ^iappUwmts whd 

iears ormore XtypicaUy ^tudehts^hb are 24 years of age:or ;ddert P^o^ -J^®. ^55^ 
demic year for which they are applying for aid are automatically considered ind6- 
Dendent ^ . *. * , 

Except for these two categories, we are JME? stringent in that^our mMumum 
amount of financial support from parents is^ped^ to $500, rather than $750. Fur- 
ther, applicants cannot have lived with thdi^arents except for hohday periods, 
rather than six weeks, unless they can demonstrate that they have paid rej^f of at 
least $100 per month .while Uving with the parents. Finally, we/are most stringent ^ 
in that the applicants must demonstrate that they have access to financial resources 
• which a're 8i5ficent to meet educational costs and reasonable ^li^ong expenses while 
they are in school and during the summer months. (See attached Exhibit One for a 
complete description of the PHEAA policy.) ^ ■ . ' 

For purposes of this testimony, we applied the PHEAA cntena and the Pell pro- 
gram crit^rTto applicants who filed for a State pran^ from PIffiAA durm^^ 
1982-83 academic year to see how each set of cntena labeled the students. (Because 
PHEAA is a Multiple Data Entry contractor, applicants for State Grants can simul- 
taneously apply for Pell grants.) « 1 xl t- i. fto 

When we examined the results of the comparisons, we found that about 9^ per- 
cent of all applicants (including veterans and older students) were assigned the 
same status under both criteria (See attached Table One). On y 8.1 percent of aU 
222,262 applicants received different classifications and. in ^^^^^^.f^F^^K^^ 
pli(iints were considered independent by the Pell than by the PHEM standards. 
When veterans were excluded from the analysis, we found that only 7.4 percent, 
or 15.61B. of the students were classified differently. But. 2.932 more apohcante were 
considered independent by the Pell than by the PHEAA cntena Nearly ^1 (91 f«i- 
cent) of the applicants PHElAA called independent but Pell called dependent were 
over age 22. Thus, our automatic "six years after high school gjraduation cptenw^ 
has a significant influence on the differences in who is and who is not considered 
independent (see Table^Two). . ' . ^ ^ _j i^jF 

It IS significant that"the total difference in numbers of applicants ^o^sidered inde- 
pendent by the Pell and by the PHEAA cntena was on^ 2.932 or about 1.4 percent 
of all applicants. Therefore, although there are some differences in who is classified 
independent under each set of criteria, the difference in aggregate numbers of appli- 
cants so-clas§ified is relatively small. . 1. -J • WK in 
How applicants are classified makes a difference m how aid is awai^^, both m 
eligibility and amounts. Our analysis showed that over 93 percent of adl PfU Grw^t 
recipiente (including veterans and olOer atudente) were classified ^the sam^ 
under both' criteria: WhOe .a total of 6.800 had,d||«^rent stotuBes.^on^^ p! 
Grants recipients were considered independent by PHEAA standards than bj^ Pell 
standards. When we excluded veterans from the analysis, only /nof^J^c^P 
or 0.7 percent of all 100.670 recipients, were considered mdependent by the mi cri- 
teria tlTan by the PHEAA criteria (see Table 'Hiree and Tour). In ^enns of PeU 
Grant program co^. applying our PHEAA standards would ^ave.^^^^ 
gram no more than. one percent in expenditures on a total expenditure in Pennsyl- 
vania of $107,4 million. , ^ , ^ , U« ' 

I mentioned eariier that except for veterans and students^who have been out of 
high school for six or more yectrs. We require students to demonstrate that they 
have sufficient resources ^o support themselves before^they will be considered inde- 
pendent Last year we asked 12.445 students to make this ^ demonstration; OnlV^ 
about 54 percent, of those applicants were able to make this^demonstration and 
become independent by PHEAA standards. However, nearly 70 percent of these 
same carefuHy examined students were considered independent m the^Pell I'ro- 
gram. Thus the Pell criteria applied to these students^sulted in nearly 16 percent 
mqre students being considered independent (see Tablrf!^ 



Applving the PHEAA criteria to Pejl Grant recipients from this select group of 
carefully examined students would have rieduced Pell Grant program expenditures 
by less than three percenfc on a total expenditure of $10:4 million for this special 
group of students and considerably less than one percent on a total expenditure of 
$107.4 million for all recipients (see Table Six). 

Applying the PHEAA criteria- to the appUcante and recipients results, in, ^jje^^^W 
lieve» a more equitable assessment of independent student status than Js, achieved 
through the Pell criteria. But the program isavings are minunal and jtriay not be 
vvorth ttie increased administrative. co$t8 that wduld be* incurrimi by. the Pell Grant i 
program if it impleinehtBd bur criteria and pnjcedures.^;:/ : : ^ 

^ I wiU .jipti^ ho>^^ reqUiMj rtUdehta^^^ 
befort^toeyi^rcpn^^ 

x wards to^ s^^ 

i^5»rit of the;^P0U 
mdependeiit citoe from famiUei^^; 

Seven). So the PHEAA criteria does eliminate or reduce PeU awards to' so^m^ 
dents whose families, might be able to help them meet their coll^ expenses. Again, 
however^ the administrative cost* of implementing our criteria to achieve this goal . 
may be prohibitive for a nationwide program. * ♦ ^ • 

In concIusionK I would summ^arize our experience as follows: 

1. The PHEAA independence^ criteria, particularly the automatic i&dependence 
for veterans and oldeTr stujientdj hive worked well in Pennsylvania, 

2. Adoption of the PHEAA lnit^a for Pell program purposes would not signifi- 
cantly alter the overall percentage of Pell applicants in Pennsylvania who are proc- 
essed as independent students nor would it significantly reduce Pell expenditures 
for such students. . ,1 ' 

3. There would bei a slightly different mix of independent student^ and dependent 
students under the PHEAA criteria as cbmpared to the Pell criteria, 

4. Demonstration of resources sufficient to be considered self-supporting is an ef- 
•fective test ofiftidependence but it does carry an admini^rative cost wmch may be 

prohibitive at the national level. 
I will be glad to answer any questions you might have. 

EXHIBTT 1 

PHEAA CRTTERIA FOR FINANCIALLY INDEPENDENT STATUS 

For the purposes of applying for a State tJrant, an applicant will be considered- 
independent if he or she can meet any one of the following criteria*! * ' 

(1) The applicant is a veteran of the U.S. Armed Services. 

(2) The applicant has graduated from high school at least six years or more prior 
to the academic year for which aid is. requested. * 

(3) The applicant is aik orphan, a ward of the court or the whereabouts of the par- 
ents are unknown*, n A ^ . 

J4) The applicant can. toeet each of the following criteria: 

^a) The applicant has not or will not be claimed as an exemption on a parents' or 
guardians' federal income tax return and has not or will not deceive more 'than a ' 
combined total of $500 in financial support from any relative other than a spouse 
for the year immediately preceding or during the academic year for which aid is 
requested; ' 

(b) Except for holiday periods the applicant .did not and will not reside with any 
relative other than a spouse during the 12 months immediately preceding or during 
the academic year for which aid is fequested. An exemption to this criteria will be 
granted when ah applicant so residing with a relative other than a spouse has paid 
£md will continue to -pay room aind board of at least $100 per month during the 
aforementioned period. 

^ (c) The applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Agency that he or she 
has access to resources sufficient to meet reasonable living expenses during the aca- 
demic year and the summer months. A single applicant is required to demonstrate 
resources of $3,000 plus the costs of tuition an'd fees. ; i- 
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TABLE 1.-ALL 1982^83 PHEAA APPLICANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS. INCLUDING PHEAA 
TREATMENT OF VETERANS 



Number Peront 



AD records.; 



Dependent for both 

Independent for.lxrtt).:,.....,........ 

■ , , Siihe status for. both ..;......mh.m 

Independent PHEAA but dopertdenl N).. 
lndepetN)efltmbUt(h!p^ 

Total PHEAA independent.!., .'....V 

Total Pen Weperijent.. il:.-..... 



Total difference... 



222.J62 - 


. ' 10O.0 


164,207 
, 40.001 


73.9 
18.0 


204,208 

-.8.779: 
9.i75.v^ 


• 91.9 
3.9 

• ;,::.4.2. 


^ 48,780 
. 49.276 


, 21.9 
22.2 


'496 


.2 



TABLE 2.-N0NVETERAN 1982-83 PHEAA APPLICANTS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS 



All records ^ ^^V^^ 



Dependent for both .... 
Independent for both.. 



Same status for both 

ifiiMt DUrfl hilt HAnofulant Ptkit ■ Of 



Total Pell independent 

Ibtal difference... 



Numb^ 


Percent 


212.707 


100.0 


164.207 


77,2 


32.882 


,15.5 


197.089 . 


* 92.7 


6.343 


3.0 


... 9.275 


4.4 


39.225 


18.4 


42.157 


19.8 


2.932 - 


\A 



TABLE 3.-ALL 1982-83 PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS AND AVERAGE AWARDS, BY DEPENDENCY 
STATUS/INCLUDING PHEAA TREATMENT OF VETERANS 

Number , Percent . Amount 
Wl redpients : • - 103.958. 100.0 $1.067 

Dependentforboth ! »,892 ; 72.0 ^979 

Infilendent Ijbr both :. - - 21,802 i^l.O ^- 1^301 

Same status for both : ; 96.694 93.0 V 1.052 

Independent PHEAA but dependent Pell : : 3.650 3.5 , .Wb 

Independent Pell but dependent PHEAA , 3,164 3.5 i,Am 

Total PHEAA indepen(tent;^. !. 

Total Pell independent...... : • 25,416 24.4 ; Ld"! 

Total difference............ - - 36 .37 



TABLE 4.«-N0NVEtERAN 1982-83 PELL GRANT. RECIPIENTS^AND AVERAGE AWARK, BY 
DEPENDENCY STATUS 



Number Percent Amount 



TABLE 4. 



.--NONVETERAN 1982-83 PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS AND AVERAGE AWARDS, BY 
DEPENDENCY STATUS^Continuwl 



independent PHEAA but dependent Pell .. 
IndepwdMl PrilJ^^ PHEAA.; 

Toti'PHEAA Independent 
TotM'Pell independent 



Tot^ (Sfference. T ; . L 689 



Nufnb«f 


Percent 


Amount 




■ 74.4 / 


1,115 




19.1 


1.3^8 ; 




93.5^ 


U76,. 


... • 2,925 . 


. • 2.9 


' . 3.614 ■ 


'.;'3.6::: 


1,410' 


22,164- . 


: '22:o V; 




22.853 


22.7 


i,34i: 



TABLE 5.-STATEiRANT APPLICANTS WHO WERE REVIEWED TO DEMONSTRATE THAI THEY MET THE 
PHEAA 3-PART CRITERIA FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENT, STATUS, 1982-8? NONVETERANS 

— '. ; - - - . Number Percent 

^^^"^^ ■ rT"- •• : J2.445 100.0 

Dependent for twtli „ ■ _ 

Independent (orlwtli !l ZI'ZZZZIIZ'IZ" 7 



• independent PHEAA Ixjt dependent Pell., 
independent Pell but dependent PHEAA.. 

Total PHEAA independent 



3,458 
. 6,445 


27.8, 
51.8' 




79.6 


283 


2J 


. ; : 2.259 


18.1 


. 6,728 
. . 8,704 


54.1 
■ 69.9 



Tot^l difference. [ ■ , _ .....1..: ..1; 1976 158 



TABLE 6.--PELL GRANT RECIPIENTS WHOSE APPLICATIONS WERE REVIEWED TO DEMONSTRATE THAT-^ 
THEY MET THE PHEAA 3-PART CRITERIA FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENT STATUS, 1982-83;'^ 
NONVETERANS ^ 



Huwbet ' ■ Percent Amoont < 



All records „ ^ . " 7523 



lOOiO $1,367 



Dependent for Iwth j. j 5gQ 20 7 1 183 

independent for twth.......: ....l..ZZIZZZZ"!ZZ"Z!!! 4)18 619 l!395 

Same status for twth ; .'. g298 826~~ Ts^ 

Independent PHEAA but dependent Pell '150 2 0 1231 

Independerit Pell but dependent PHEAA ZZ 1.180 15^5 1,'520 

Total PHEAA independent :.„.„.„" 4868 r~^8 1390 

Total Peiijndependent „ 5 393 V 7^*3 1420 

■ total difference,... „ i,030 ^ m 30 



TABLE.7.-FAMiLY INCOMES OF APPLICANTS AND PELL RECIPIENTS (X)NSIDERED DEPENDENT BY 
PHEAA BUT INDEPENDENT BY PELL, 1982-83 







. M ippiicants 




PeM recipients 








Number , Pwant 


Number Percent 






250 


22.9 


198 


21.5 


J6.000 to $11,999.:;.:....... 

$12,000 to $17,999 

$18.00a to $23,999.... 

$24,000.to $26,999^:.;.....,;... 

$27,000 to $29,999 

$30,000 and above.u....;...-... 




.207 

. . . .161' • 
156'^^- 

•..■.'I'; 69 
'y'^ -■■';5o; c'l 
' .■■:;/2oo 


, 18.9 . 
147 
14.3 

''63:' 

^ 4.6 : 
183 


166 . 
.137 

130 /. 


18.1 
14.9 
14.1 

.6.6: 

■ 4.8: 
20.0 


Total-. .......JwJ, 




^ 1,093 

U66 • 


100.0 
• 51.6 


919 
261 


1O0.0 
2^1 















STATEMENT OF GARY- SMITH, DEPUTY FOR GRANTS, 
PENNSYLVANIA HIGHER EDUCATION ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY 

Mr. Smith. ThanV you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee. Thank Vou for asking me to appear before this sub- 
committee. My name is Gan^ Smith and I am deputy director of 
grants for the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agfncy. 

The purposes of my testimony this morning are threefold/ First 
to describe our State grant program's criteria for declaring a stu- 
dent independent. Second, to compare those criteria briefly to the 
Pell criteria and third, to demonstrate how applying the two dif- 
ferent criteria to financial aid applicants produces somewhat differ- 
ent results. , ^ ■ • 

You are familiar with the Pell criteria and I will not repeat 
them here. These criteria are less stringent in some ways and more 
stringent in other ways. We are less stringent in that we automati- 
cally declare as independent two categories of studente— ryet^rans 
of the Armed Services and applicants who are graduajted from high 
school 6 years or more. Typically, these would be students who are 
at least 24 years of age. ^. „ j i i 

Except for these two categorie? that are automatically declared 
independent, we are more stringent than the Pell criteria in sever- 
al ways. First, our maximum of financial support from parents is 
limited to $500 rather than the $700 mrmitted undexjPell. Secoi^ 
applicants cannot have lived with their parents at all with the 
exception of holiday periods rather tlian the 6 .weeks permitted 
under the Pell criteria. ' . - ' . 

Third, and I think, most importantly, we aye most stringent, in 
comparison to Pell, in that our applicants mu^te^emonstrate that 
they have access to financial resources to be independent of paren- 
tal support* • * ^ .■ 

For purposes of this testimony, we first applied the ^'HEAA cri- 
teria and the Pell program criteria to applicants who had filed tor 
aid in Pennsylvania for the l'982-83 academic year. When we ex- 
amined the resuUs of the comparisons, we found that only about 
percent— excuse^e— we found that 92 percent of all applicante, 
and this includes both veterans and those applicants who are 24 
years of age or older, 92 percent were assigned the same status 



under both criteria, whether it was the PHEAA criteria or the Pell 
criteria. In other words, only 8 percent of approximately 222,000 
applicants for aid had their classification changed one way or the 
other, depende^it or independent, as a result of the two different 
criteria. • 

When we excluded veterans from the analysis, we ibund very 
little change. Only 7.4 percent of the students were classified differ- 
ently and that 2,932 more applicants were considered independent 
by Pell than by PHEAA. - : 

We then went through a similar exercise comparing the PHEAA 
and P^l criteria using Pell grant recipientls as out base. Because 
^PHEAA is a multiple data processor, we da have the caipability of 
calculating the Pell eligibUity of students. We found little differ- 
ence in this category* ' 

Our analysis showed that over 93 percent of all Pell recipients in 
Pennsylvania were classified the same, regardless of whether the 
Pell independence Criteria or the PHEAA independence criteria 
were used. 

I mentioned earlier that except for veterans and students who 
have been out of high school 6 years or more, we require students 
to demonstrate that they have resources to support themselves 
before we will classify them as being dependent for State grant pur- 
poses. 

Last year we asked approximately 12,500 students to make this 
demonstration. Keep in mind that this does exclude veterans and 
the older students. About 54 percent of these 12,500 were clarified 
as independent for PHEAA purposes because they could make this 
self-sufficiency demonstration. 

However, nearly 70 percent Of these same students were classi- 
fied independent under the existing Pell criteria. Thus, the Pell cri- 
teria applied to this group results in nearly 16 percent more stu- 
dents being considered independent. Applying the PHEAA criteria 
to Pelh recipients fromVthis select group would have reduced Pell 
grant program expenditures by less than 3 percent oh a total ex- 
penditure of $10.4 million in Pennsylvania. 

Applying the PHEAA criteria to the applicants altid recipients re- 
sults in, we. believe, a more equitable assessment of independent 
student status than is achieved through the Pell criteria. But the 
program savings, are minimal and n^fty not be worth the increased 
administrative costs which would 1^ incurred by the Pell grant 
program if it implemented our -criteria and procedures.^ 

I will note, however, that requiring students to demonstrate suf- 
ficient resources before they are considered independent would 
result in a small reduction in Pell awards to some' students from 
higher income families in Pennsylvania^ 

For example, we found that between 16 and' 20 percent of the 
Pell recipients that PHEAA considered dependent but Pell consid- 
ered independent came from families with incomes of $30,000 or 
more, and there is a table which shows that. 

In conclusion, I would summarize our experience in Pennsylva- 
nia in this way. First, the PHEAA independence criteria, particu- 
larly the automatic independence for veterans and older students 
have worked well in Pennsylvania and they have been in existence 
for approximately 17 years. Second, adoption, of the PHEAA cri- 
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teria for Pell program purposes would not significantly altfer the 
overall percentage, of Pell applicants in Pennsylvania who arg proc-'> 
essed as independent students; nor would it significantly reduce 
Pell expenditures for ^ucK students. 

There would be a slightly different group <Jf independent stu- 
dents under the PHEAA criteria. That is, there, would be more vet- 
erans and more older students declared independent and somewhat 
fewer younger students. But overall, the number is ^ot sig^iOffl^K^ 

A demonstration of resources sufficient to be considered seSS^ 
ficisnt is an effective test of independence we feel, hut it^doesmi^^ 
adniinistrative costs which may oe prohibitiye at tlift nationatfpv^.y' 

I would be glad to answer any questions you may nave. ■'''^)- 

Mr. Simon, We thank you very much. * 

My apologies to Mr. Jepsen. I am sorry I was not here for yotir 
testimony. If I can first address Mr, Smith here, in your automatic 
i inclusion of veterans, have you made any analysis of whether most 
veterai^s would be considered independent anyway? 

Mr. Smith. Mr. Chairman; we have done that recently. We have 
in earlier years done that and we find that the vast majority would 
be independent regardless, but we do find that very small group 
that have lived with their parents for a relatively short period of 
time, perhaps receiving some support who would not, be independ- 
ent but are under our criteria. / 

Mr. Simon. And if you were suddenly a, member of this subcom- 
mittee and had to vote on changing the definition, what would you 
do? . ^ 

Mr. Smith. Based on our experience in Pennsylvania, Mr. Chair- 
man, I would be reluctant— I share the reluctance of the other 
panel members to change it significantly. It's important to note 
that in Pennsylvania our experience of Pell grant recipients being 
independent is significantly different than the national experience. 
I think one of the other panelists mentioned a percentage figure of 
48 percent being independent nationally. In Pennsylvania, "as our 
tables will show, only about 22 percent of the Pell .applicants in 
Pennsylvania are independent. Obviously, that points to a different 
mix of students in Pennsylvania than nationally. 

I think there is something to be said for "requiring a student who 
cannot meet the age requirement and cannot meet the veteran re- 
quirement — I think there is something to be said for requiring a 
. student to demonstrate that he has the wherewithal to truly exist 
independent of his parents. . 

The reservation I expressed in my testimony, Mr. Chairman, is 
the administrative cost of that. We find it costly in Pennsylvania. 
We find it Wprthwhile, but we do find it costly. 

Mr. SiMONv If I may, Ms. Berkshire, you suggest adding one addi- 
tional base year. Now, precisely what do you mean? Do you mean 
that on what they receive from parental support? What are we 
talking about? 

* .'Ms. Berkshire. The suggestion 'that was provided here whs part 
of the coalit;ion*s recommendataonnn 1982 >yhen they looked at the 
issue and the addition of a prior year would essentially mean 
then — of the test that is currently applied to independent studente 
on the Federal form, it asks the question, '*Have you bee;i claimed 
as a dependent on your parents' tax return? Have you lived with 



; them? HaveVyQU gotten money from them?" ^I^ asks those three 
. questions for the year of apphoation and 1 prioi' year. S^.r^^ 
, 4^ student is appW^ 1983, for the academic ^year 198pi-pqi; the • 
^; '^ (juestion is applicable for 1983 and 1982 tax yearsf-ealeri^^;r ' year , 

. -v/is, I -guess,- the. ;betjte>r 'phrase.- ;. -^v ^ ^ . 

' ' This ' would then ask the question we dsked «for 1981 as weir" " 




: peridiBnt in 1982^^ stiiSent cbuld nqt be j^tasi^^ 

'a,s an.:indepencl(Wit.i^deht?; ■ ■^'''y-'\\--''.':'^\''\. r.J'::'-'^' 

Ms» ^BerkshiIre/ Thlat's what; that recbmVendatioMyvouI^; sky , yesl 
Mr/SjMON. You mentioned one bther^ somewhat p^n^^^ 
I think we ought to k^pp in mind and 'that is you J||^ntion^^^ 
parentaUsfether than i^ily i ■ : 

; M^; mfeK Tljiat was specifically for the gua^^aii^teed student V 
loah'^pr6g^am, sir,, yet^,'"' ■ V^'^ ■ . , ■ , , I'J . ■ ^ \ , 

^ Mr. SIM9N^ Right.' ' ■ r v , 
^M?! fi&RksHiRE^ That was poiiited '^ut by several members of the; ^ j 
- coaliti^ wHq Y^jork vvith the GrUaranteed Student Lban program yisry v 
closely in State agencies. It has been an issue withi,^ lot of peioMi^i'Av^ 
^since some of the changes were made Jbo the prograni pve^ the la|t . • 
. Tseveral^ears. ' ■\-;:-.:.,. -...v/\. ■ \.. '[''■'^■y:-'::''.^^: '■■v^^^^^^ 

. Mij^ -Simon. ™ simply, for the record; want^^tb uriaer^c6re^ 
whaft'is in table 1. It has nothing to .do with the ini^ehden^^^^^^^ 
question/ of those with family j^conie under^^ 5^ 
* ofarecipients'of. need-base^^aid arO in indeperidenfjr ihstituliofa^^ 
, ' percent in; public iristitutid^, and 56 percent ate^^^^^ 

stitutions/- - -'^^.'-'---x' ' * -'^-''^ij -'^'W-' --^ 

Ms. Berkshire.' T^^at's-rightJi/:: •,. I>^^V^-1M 
' M^. SiMOisj Thatv undersa)]riss the ;i^ort#nce ^^ee^aijg 
proprietary^insti^ iniy^ as. w]|%^^ to f^aum^iziro^ 

-^^n ;^ladifeux,f : jij^t so my le^iicJon cim "gro^, you talk^aboiit the 
phr&se/'st6i|piKg>Qij$;" What^^ you> m^an br^SelVby that? I /p. ; || 
Mir. GijiLDmia^ fh&t was a'^erm com^ pyMe^}^^ # 
' foK^tudents^vv^lio take ]ti^^^ ofTfif scho||, whefe 



ing in the Rockies on^^to woi-k-^r. tp trav^^I nim)HM^cm%4A^ t^rri^ 
. ."^topping but/^ a term: qfi art tftfit I shduMAawteft bUtlif^ 
ten statement. Sorry 4boUt that. ^ ^^^^ ^ ' V^ #11 

, Mr. JSimonV "All-right.-; ** -f/^S* z:^ ■ '^■:^'-^^:f,0^ ^^-fi' x.'' ^-ff' fil§m 
Mr. GjAoiiEyxt -It iny^ans thaf students ai^.^^iMc^^ 
edub'atibn toda^^ whicfa|. cbippliclates the wHcu^^jse^ 
;ial)but"0f;d6fiiJiiig:ind^pende ■• 'i^- . "-S??/^ 

• - Ti^w. ^^''^ regret Iwid no^^ 

_iy you vvfeVe^ a membe?: of 

want to Y^rl^ . that upon you^bilt if 
. / that: Were to be your fate; ^rhiifc^modificat^^ in definition would 
.■ ^younaaike?" '■■ ' .t.' " -K-' 

Mr,^ Jepsen, JsTbiiev riecbm^hd is very short ver- 

sion Of an already slbiort^^^^ to say there is one very 

• siriiple edit that &e >Ped^^^^ computer 
r \system that will "stbp^ the^y^^ mj^dritylpf^lh^ abuse and . 

* we think/ in summary, ; ^t^ 0^1y a^bo^^ at^it^ wprst.- ^^^ 
^ ; edit would be to prevent studeitt^ who ^re -in Jast yeai^'s system as 
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I a dependerit student from being in this^'eaV'il^^ irlde-^ 
pendent stuflent; It's quite sirnp^^ / 
Mn SIMO^f^ So that r understand, yoii would a^^ 
* that a student who was a ; dependent student the previous year ^ 
: could not beconie an independent student? ; J : . 

. Mr. Jepsen. Right It wQuljfl not go through^ The computer would 

^SC puifa message on the stude^!s repqrt-:^tn 
')^.^P$'iMi' says, i^JjBBt year you were a aepepd^ it vqu ai;etf 

tt^ymg to do^this year?' • It woul4:S(op hrni^r KeierTlleiiFe^ could be, di^^; 
V cojif se, art overi*idei procedufe that rWduld allbw jlegitimate situa^' 
tibris, sucK as the dee^th of parents or whatever that would be ex^ 
? traoridinary of that tvpe and what thp^e students go through, but it 
would take a second round. All students would be stopped at the 
dooi*, in other words, • _ ■■. -^--.^-.pr 

^ Mr. Packard; Would theKcjhairman;yield a m^^ 
Mr. Simon. V^s, I would be pleated to yield. 
Mr. Packard. Would not that tMn giye induqements for students 
/ to enroll or to try to meet require®ients to come in as an independ- 
* ' ent so that they would not have to worry about that qualification a 
' year down the road? 

..Mr. Jepsen. It could, Congiressman, but we don't think there is 
any more likelihood of that bccurring in the proposal that we are 
making as a procedure instead of a changing of definition and a 
changing of all of the forms than there exist now. I mean, that's a 
' potential abuse currently. u:- ^ 

Mn Packard. I think the purpose though dr these hearings is to 
try to find ways to avoid and to prevent further abuses. 
Rlr. Jepsen. Agreed, v 
Mr. Packard. At least from just a /broad persj)ectiye it ^vou^ 
appear that it would perpetuate and perhaps ev^ri^tidjuce addition- 
-aliMbuses.': V 
|v ; Wir^ JEPiSEN. Well, we considered that\in preparing the sugges]t{ion 
f fot the Hepartnient of Education in M^y and it wasipur op^iion 
\> thlt it would not. Of course, students sign t|^a document y^rith 
; V ^ $£0,000 or a 5-year sentence hanging over their heads. That, of 
course, does not prevent some students, from making a mistake, but 

V Mr- Simon. Mr. Packard, any further questions? v 
'Mr. Packard. Yes, thank you, if yoii are through, Mr. Ghairinan. 
po any of, your statistics indicate how niany of your part-time 
sttidents are being served as independents with aid? " 
Mr. Jepsen. No. * d . ■ ' ■ . 

Mr. Packard. You have no empirical data oh that. , f 
S^r. SiMON/It sounds like Dr. Wagner may have some inform^— 
-tiph here^' ' , v ,. ^ ■ ' 

"^ ' ^ Dr.. Wagner. Yes^ ' > 

Mr. Simon. Why don't you just pull up a chair on the side there. 
' .j/ Dr. Wagner.: These are data from the 1979-80 survey that the 
■ Office of Education financed from .all undergraduate students, half 
? ' ^:tinfe or more. ^ . ; '.. 

Mr. Gladieux. In table L ^ ' 

Djf. Wagner. Table I out of the college board report. It refers to? 
, : the V population who potentially would be elij^b^^ 

colqimns of figures and if yiDu look to the' far right cblumn, "Inde- 
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pendent UndergracJUate/' the pool of Federal-aid recipiehtsl-thdse 
are those that participate 4h ; any of the five mc(jor Federal-aid pro- 

'. 'grams.'. ;''t!>; .", ■^• ^ \' .^\:v:''i- . -i . v'i-. 

.: Mr; Gladieux. A little over 60 percent are full time. i V 

; Dr. Wagner* Yes a little bit better; than 60 percent—about two- 
, thirds of the AVay down on the nght c6liifen;^r t 
V Mr. I^ACKARD. To your knowledge, has the number of par^ime ; 
students been incrpeising that are usihg^ 

^ Dr; WAONEh, The hun^ of |iart4ime;ptiuderita been increas- ; 
ing, whether or npt they are receiving mb are 
.increasing their participation in the pr6gram.-I think, is an open 
question. This doesn't answer it. 1 may , be able to get spme of that 
ilf^formation. 

Mr. Packard. Let me pursue this just a little bit further. ^^T^^ 
copiment jyas made that sometiifjes we see theth stretching out 
their education. Being a part-tinie student normally would be one 
way of doing this. Does it apfie^ir that the independent status ^ 
would invite a stretching out there any data that would indi- 
cate that this tends to stimulate^ia stretching out or a compacting; 
of their^ducatioii process? : -"^^^^ ' ' ^ : ' 
' Mr. (jLADiEUX. My comment, in general, would be that financial 
aid facilitates students going full-time, 
. Mr. Packard. That's what I would think. 
Mr. GiiADiEux. It helps to coye|r the gap that allows them to ' 
t^tte^d full time and not have to work oh the side— r- 
Mr. P'ackarp: And to compact tKeir educational— - ; 
Mr. Gladieux. In general, I think that is one 6f the effects of fi- 
nancial ai(l>^ ■ ■.; 

Mr. Packard. Then is there a rationale as to why tliere are 'more 
and more coming on part-time students? 
' Mr. Gladieux. Well, Linda has a comment. 
>^ Ms. Berkshire. I don't have the data in front of me to substanti-v 
ate this, but my guess is that the data woiild^ bear out great numT 
bers of those students being older sti^dents that have come ii^to the 
• program in thet last, what, 6 years, ?ihM^^^^^^ that' the part- 

: time status of the students Can't be part time, by our definition, 
and receive Federal aid anyway; they have to be at least half time 
to be^eligible for aid under the title ly pro 
Iip||lld think tha]^ if you fo^ at the data, especially in the 
: Peir^i^ant recipient data, tjio^^^ studenfl that are halj' time or 
more, and if there are increases in those, probably the?Ji^gest per- 
centage would be in the older groiip. 

Mr. Packard. Do your data indicate the avemge of those on the 
program? A foUowup question would be, is that age iiicreasing or 
decreasing or remaining somewhat stable? * 9"' ^ , ; 

Mr. Gladieux. Somewhere between 25 and 28 would bb the aver- 
■ age--^— ■ ■ ^ : , ■ 

Dr. Wagner. The average; Jj|)i^^pendent student. What is inter-_y 
esting is there is some ihd^^|i^rtjfrpm evep the financial aid serv-. 
ice program data monitorin^^'|^^|i)^^^ 
grant program that the avg|p|^^|^jbi^^^^^ 

in fact, been increasing ovferSjM to track that from 

a variety of sources, you wouMf&^^^loboration for that. 
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Mr. I^AGfcARp; Why do you th^ the numbers are increas- 

' ing?. '[.■? ' ' ./ ■■■•■^ ■Ay ^ ^^-^^ 

Dr. ^VaqneiI. 1 think it is an ^ge 'fchenornenoh in the potent^^^^ 
student pool; We are drawing frofn an olde^studerit populiEition, 

Mr. Packard. If we used age, fis was reconimerid^d in one of your 
presentations as one of the n>ajo't criteria of eligibility, what kind 
of effect would that have witH-thQse trends of itl)econiing an older 
■and older group?' -^'-''-'y-' - ^/■z' 

Dr. Waqner. One of the fuMlfm^^ of the 

work in the college boaM repbft' ia that if one is looking for a 
budget dividend froni £ightenii)& this definition, you are not going 
to find it— or at 'the very least it Will be Ver^^ 
of the pool wpWd put most ^9^^^^ talking about 

as potential abuse become pool of 

independent students^ y : ' "[p, ■ \ 

Mr. GiiAiimux. If Tt^ may aiinplify on that. We cbncludj^d, in 
answer to you r first question abeut abuses that the abuse is not 
massive, and we are inferrin^rin all of these conclusions, but there 
^is a problem; it ia ^pt 6^ me^@iye«pr^ by any means. Follow- 

ing from^hat, tMere|would ri9t b budget savings as a result 

of ^ tightening jup, 6rtha def^^ ^Qirjg^to be more in- 

dependent student^ prpbabjy under any definixiphrrthat's one of 
the points m^de. very clearly in thiiji' report— b/cause of all of these 
*^^rends that are kind ,bf parall^^ 

'me;5tuderits and tnefefpr^fi^^ . 
If I cem siay futther, I ihihkiin»as '%e on/y patt'<^li)Jt/^ha did - urge 

et a mjfg'tihlBit m 
whiclV^W^^ 

the'crie(KBfiiJ& of^^i^p^ r ^ 

I teijffenibeisi hi^^^^^ speak .wg^fe^ti^^^^ 

were . Qut^t tw^^^^ yvith^Bart Giamotti j^nd 

sbn/eQne in the yomTrtoiW do get npre polipical 

'.jsupport for these: w prob- 
lem with ed^^ 

spyun-our^ffalydis^"^ * 
id it^H^s^Ahecd|6te|9 

g anecdotal evidence tL„^_^ r ^ - . 

fbrWkrd t«nd verffiable addition to 



reanis. of daliii^ and a long' 
I thir^^the way you 
can:-toll, tob, is my point, 
IfaH^cSoSSre^ffi^^ 
ilfr^y^fee p^^ iabusing tfhe pi'o'^..^ 



fam^ 



V$ "feuggesfe by ^a^iairly/Istra^^^ 
tne Federail defiriitioh,. 'siiMt^- 



adoitionaT^cre^^^^^ 
kin^pf attacks pnfthj 
sicffifn^^p our anaiysij 

^Mrj,/F5t:e^^ Ij 

' " "rSure? 

; '■ ;ans\!^^yper]hfl 
V is a'fim enrorceme'j 
■ penalty apd that-s i 
/ of enfprcj^^^ 



I propQaed'--^ljlerd 



be "other 

/in.a lolV 
UbtHei^ ; 




dj^ through telRuthpriza 
KeVjirog^m^aiiH;^^^^^ . 
igmxri^^lciat ijs'tne^thrust ^ormy^pprictu- 

tim^ lor a cgjaple of >miore q\iestK)nftj*Mt/ / , 

r 'judgment; an^ >I wpu l^Uy st like \&ye^^jt^^ 
oS^b of ji;e panelists, dol^^^ that tbi^iie ■ ; 

;You%totipn«^^ 5fy«a)5^ ^ 

pus peh^tyr^ ^le^^ indicatioh 
at^*kind 0^ of abuses? . . 
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Me. B|p:^k8Hinq^ T^bhi^ hdtve any information oil tli^H 
enforcement/ 1 caj^^^^l^^ ypii from;both my experientio: a^^Bp[r6^ 
my information Crom'ihe^ National Assooiation of Siu^^ 
Aid Administrators' tM*^ ^^^^ ^ot of cUmpus 9^ at^ ixi'^ 
the process of Verifying a iigood deal of information in|Mp|B;,ih on 
applications for both Federal a^ State and instit^ 
|how. There ai^e substantial numbers of campuseil---^lip!!lic, private, 
"^^M'ietwy— that verify information on a'sample basis atid also ah 



loi tb^t W applications -tliati come m 

^tri parmtkt tax forms, or in the case 'pr independent .students; 
kvm^md^lp&ndent student tfi^ fornis. " * 

, That response; I t^iink, indicates th^ there is an 

effSrti^fo det^^ 
V M^S'BteRKSHmE. That's coia^eci^^^^ < V * 
- Mr,f Pack ARD. The question was, for detsgfiined abuses is th<^i:^,> 
enforc^imient tof any kind? * \ "W' . ' 

Ms. Berkshire. Enforcement in the respect that you are speaks 
ing, iTi>term%iDf turning'students over to the Department of Educa- 
; tion whatever, I have, no information on that, no. 
Mr; Packaro. On^ last questiori. < . ^ 

, Mr; BCakey. Mr. Packard, if I could; to the extent that Ms. Berk- 
shire has answered your question, she has probably gone as far as » < 
she can. We don't have any evidence at this point in tiqie that as 6 
t'&ult of the ^d^litional, verification that Ijas gone on in the last 
year and a half t^iat any cases have been referred froni the Depart- : 
ment of Education to the Department of Justice rf^^ prosecution by 
the U.S. Attorney. '"-r^. 
Mr. Packard. Thank you. v » ^ , ^ 

What are the criteria, as they relate to independent, married stu- 
dents? Is it possible— I presunie it is possible— for independent stu- 
dents to be niarried and perhaps have dejien dents of their, own. 
tKere ia different set of criteria there or eligibility there froir^ a . 
single student's? I ■):-^.:rrr^^'^'-'-' -\': 

Ms. BERKSHmE.)>As a result b'ljjpe Education 
1980, I believe the definition for* married student .>^hq^ 
?pendeht was changed to eliminate £he criterion that mj^^ 
^independence from a prior year. la other worjis, thej^are only 
nder few requireid ;t6 establish independence for the year in which 
ley ajfply fqr aid. THat^^^ a difference between .^e r^ 
for, nonnlarried; independelj^^^^ ^ ':^^'-J^^ ' ; 

' , Mr. Packar;^ That;ypMd J^64i^t^ up with. Wo^ld , 

a person bfepbrfiing mtimej^^^e iato^ thej/ are • 

independent, reco^izing'tto^^^^ they c^uld not 

be changed if they werifnot jffd^^ year before? ^ v * 

I have no further questions, M^^hairmaft Thknk you.^^ 7 
Mr; KSgo^sek. Mr. Penny, the^gfefttlenian from Minri^^ 
' Mr. Penny^ This may l^ve been cpVeredlwK^^ in the 

Ag Subcommittee, but l arft curious to havei''£^bit rpoj^^^^ ' 
on the copt implications of a simple switch an a^,^^ 
seeni^ tbime that what we are (dealing with is a ^hange in stud^^t|^ 
population more so than abuses arid yet ;\v^e are stiU talk^ about y 
age criteria as some *way to solve the bu(r.gponirig costi3 of thejjro- * 
gram. Gan ybu ghare with me some of the dollar implications xhat 
would be the result of a 22-year-'bld definitioii? v* \ 



Mr. Jepskn. That Xvasn't la have done^ 

no modeling or analysis of that f 

Mr. GtADiEUX. Again/ 1 don't tni^|c we can expect bigf budget sav- 
ings, from application ^pf an ag6 criterion such as we suggested or a 
variatibaon that. . '• #:'':t-''v. 

You're right. This is bn^ of the findings of oixt stu^y^ THeV^frowth 
of the humber of independent studehts is a function oft the aging of 
the whole postsecondary^ population^more than any thiifg else^^ 

Mr. SMiTHr I think \ye did in J^^hnsylvat^ tlj^ expeyienqe 

of applying an age criteria and, as' T indicfl^ 
when we applied our criteria, including Ji^M out school 6 

vears or more, which is essentially :24 years qf a|[£i/to'xhe Pell flopu- 
latioh, wp did fiixd'a significant: overall dr%renC6 in the^number of 
students who became independent. As I said^f^ slightly different 
mix, J^t ih terms of viewing that as fi^mearis of r^pticing the'per-h 
centage of students becoming ifidependent, it does^ hot Appear that 
that would happen. ^ ■ 

Mf, Penny. Mr; Jepseri, what nurbber of students can demon- 
strate Independence in their first yiear of college?" 

Mr. Jepsen. I don't know afcout first year. Congressman,! but in 
Illinois it'fi^bout 41 percent of allr- ' ■ ' r ^ 

Mr. PennV; In their' first, year? • 

Mr. Jepsen. No, I don't know about first year, but pur States are 
little different than the other States. I think Pennsylvania was 
Uoyvpr thdn ours. Natipnally, I ^ink it'i^ about 48 perceiit that are 
independent and purs' is 41. , . " wk - " :■■ [MM^k^' » 

■ ' Mr. Penny. That's of all studMs? ,, ;/ ; .^1 '\mMi':7 : 



Mr. Jepsen. That's right. Of ffll students, not of 
:students.' ' ' ■ ■\:y . ■. .^-yf^ ' ^'i:.^'.- 

Mr. Penny. The reason I aiik isrbecause of the suggestionftK^t m 
not allow a student to decldire independence if they ^vere'S^i^;^cafev•^ 
gori^ed as such in tKe previous :^ear and what that'iWQ^^ 
to is locking people i;^^^to^ a d.ependfejtijt.^^ 
' veiy'fir&t'-ye^'prPve-^ •/^^'^■tr ■ 

Mr. jEPSENfThat's right. , iiy ri:: ■ i 1^'^ 

Mr. PennYv .So it's that first ybar. that 1 am tryirig ' 
statistics on. Does anybody, haye^^ > \ t 
Mr.' Jepsen, I don't have.th)^lm£^ but t 

glad to see |f we could provi^j^tl^^'^^"^^ — ^ . 
Ms. Berkshire. I could^W? 

gartment of Ed^c^a^on bn^e ] 
le.applicant^to the prbgiair ' 
categories, but by _17, 18, 19, ■ 
handle on that by getting sotn^tE 
As I rdball,the table— I judfiTlc 



Mbe 



toil:' 



iica froiW tlie De- ^ 
reakdowri eligi- 
ina6iy: ^miJljt) y/;age, not in . 
:^cpmd^^^r^^ a good(^ 



-thft percent^ ' 



ag§ of students in'.the Pell program, eligible independent applicants 
that are ITlitid 18, -which I would (insider ta yeay in a tra^ 

ditional instiCutiorf is very small. ^^^^^^^ V ; • 

Mr. PeInny^I^o you to reeip^hd? - • h 

^ ;Dr. .WAGNErf. Again, going Tback 'tp thp mtai^i^toi^ thfe^rvqj that 
we^ liiaed, Pederahaid recipients, independ^i^^^ 1$ parieSht back 
in 1979-80 were-^well, let's see, I guess fc^i™^ 
years and, ynder. That would be those inidefSBaent qua^ 



modiatoly after leaving high school, presumably. The far right , 
column ^bout halfway dfoWn. 

/ Mr. Penny; I see thati'!>; ^^^^^ ; * 

What about the implicaUons of 4n<cle on Guaranteed 

Student Loans? Is that a bigger problem than with the grant 
situation?-- ' . i 

'Mr. GladiIeux. I suggested ;^in mv testimbny .that the $80,000 
income cap that wds supplie^|4ir l9^ for GSL eiliS^ 
as an additional incentive &Jr atuitentd to declai;Q^ an4 
Ithere is some evidence frorn New York that ils^&ggests that that in- 
centive may be pushing a fairly substantial riii'mber* of students to 
declare independence for GSL eligibility, ^ ■ 

It is the most direct incentive because 6f the flat income cap. A 
flat income cap means that almost any student who carrdeclare 
independence is feeing to qualify automatically for the GSL subsidy. 

Mr. Penny. Getting back to my first question, if we are not going 
to achieve savings, is the administrative simplicity of an age defini- ^ 
t(ton worth making that change? It siSems to me that if that is the " / 

sqnly 'beneficial' side effect, that there* is no savings to the program 

sby making the change, but it sure makes things administratively a 
lot easier. Is that worth making the change simply for that rema? 

Mr. Gladieux. I think it is. I think it has the virtue of simpualy 
.compared to what we have* now and, for many students-»-for the 
students who would be in one category or another automatically by 
age. Again, I think there are some virtues, symbolically, of tighten- 
ing up the system in* a way that is not going to adversely affect 
major subgroups who have true jieed. 

We have roughly estimated that the option I presented in my tes- ^ 
timony would reduce the number of independent students' by 10 to 

^I2^pe^ent, I feel confident Uiat that »oup jvoiiW be mainly from 
M and upper-middle-inpome levels and^ students who mOiy b^'"^ 
abusing the system now. . „ . > - r ^ 

.^/r:'*.Mr,lpENNY.";Mr. Jepsj^n^,: ^i; ' .-^ ■ ■ ':'.\)^A'' 

^■■y Mr.^^JEil^8EK:;;Cohg^ might,' the positive ieffect on public; 

^; perceptiolrti ' of j a tightening iip. I think, would b^\^^ • 
'jachiieYed without Cosmetic, definitional chiange, b^fc very 

f public prosecution, if you will, of those who are ismmabwing ti^e ^ 
system. That's why the suggestion-Ttdm the Btmk,W^ 
tighten an edit procedure to l^^ate studte^ gdmes , 

with the system and then, at thei discr|Bbn of progija^ administra-r ' 
tors at the State or Federal level, seeing thatJ!nr6u»{^o Wieiogi.c^^ 

■qonclusion. , ■ . . - 

^ Mr. Penny. I have no further questions. , ? 

^ Mr. KopovsEK. Mr^Gunderson. / / - , 

Mr. GuNDERsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. L have been trying 
^also to quickly review all of your testimonies ^^^eca I was not ^ 
here earlier. One of jthe interesting thhigs that ipomes up, Linda, ia^^'i 
in table II in >youttt6^ look: at the, d^pehdeht 

students and indie^nderit 's^ you have .i^rathdr sighifie&ntly; 

larger proportion of minority students as independent. ^ ili 

Ms. ^BerkshirEv That's corre ' ' ' \ ^ .^'^ 

Mr/G^;NDBRsoN. Any comments on what that suggest^^'in/ terms ^. 
of public policy ,^how we ought -to be r,espOnding to that? 



Ma. B«uKBiuu«. I^ould muko a lot Qf commonts, but 1 think it Is 
dignificant. What wo tried to do without really drawing any evalua- 
tion or analysis out of those tables is to present you with some in- 
formation that, in a compact formi gayp apme kind of profile of 
who tho Independent students are? It is true that from what wo seO 
in all sectors, thoy are more likely to be minority, and in moat sec- t 
tors they are mdre likely to be female-r-tha); Is not indicated on this | 
table here— and the average age is more likely to be oh the average | 
of 5 years 6lder than the students in Ihp dependent category. ! |: 
think, personally, the Indication is that wo^flught to^bp particularly ^ 
sdtisitive to that profile of independent students as you consider 
the possibilities for any change through reauthorization, keeping ^ 
that in mind. I think^t's a major point and that it behooves , cau- 
tion in the approach to any change in the kinds of studerits^that 
tould be didlocated, disenfranchised or perhaps make ineligible by 
certain, changes in the definition. - A ' - 

Mr» GuNDEUSON. harry, you indicate on page 4 of your statement 
that a growing number of States and- institutions have adopted 
stricter criteria thairihe Federal definition. Is there a cohseftisus 
among those States as to what that stricter criteria is? . \ 

Mr. Gladieux. No, really they are going in diffj^-enV dictions. 
That's one of the problems that I point out. I urgeScii^jiM^^^ 
Federal definition^, in part, simply in the interest of consisroncy be- 
cause States are . moving^jtoward tighter definitions, bufethey are ' 
adopting different criteha. So are a number of institutions. Some 
are appjying a self-sufficiency test, as was described by Mr. Smith 

■ for his State of Pennsylvania. ^Others a«e adopting ace criteria, 
others are adopting extended Jto dependence, such as Washington 
State and California— those afWtwo examples. So Tthink consistent. 

^ ey is a strong argument for a very careful look^at^his during reau^ 
Jtnorization and perhaps a Federal change.; f; 
Mr. GuNDERSON. Do you want to make g comment? • :^ 

%^Ur. Jepsen. Yes, r was going to take th0 position, of course', thatf 
^^bnsistehcy would be achieved if States ^ould quit deviating fronj|: 
''the national definition. f ^ / p' 

. Mr. GuNDERSON. Mr. Penny, did you haye a cctoment? -fr 
Mr. Penny. Yes, I was just gping to ask whether there was .anyi 
-confidence that if we changed the Federal definition that all of the; 
"States would, eliminate their variations, and I don't think there is. - 
I think we would be in the same boat that we are iight noW. A 
Mr. GiJNDERfedN."I have rl& more questions^ Mr. Chairman. Thank 

■ -you.r^ ■ ■ ' ■ I 

MsIBerkshire. Mr. Chairman? , \ 

Mr. KoGOVSEK. Yes. Go ahead. 

Ms. BfiRgSHiRE. Congressman, I just wanted to take(^ne second to 
add ..a comment to Congressman Penny's concern al^ut the age 
defirtiliOn and this has nothing to do with budget issues. It s a point 
thaPliKh■CB^een^^^b^^^^^ up at least on the panel, One of the big- 
ge^tioppe^^^ members of our coalition ^had when the 

-Depif-U^entcj^^^^^ promulgated re^lation|^ifhat suggested 

age criterion lil^ia part of the Federal definition w^s its effect on - 
graduate stbderits, ai)^ that there are large numbers of graduate 
who begin that postbaccalaureate study at the age of 22, and the 
policy questions become more murky in terms of whether or not 
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you Wont tp se^rato those students aifd how you deal with thom 
with an ago criterion. ' 
That's allthatI wanted to add. Thank you. ' 
Mr. KoGOvsKK. Boforo the chairmari adjourns the mooting, aro 
therq liny questions from staff? \ t 
Mr, Blakey. If I could, just one, whiojfi you can respond to by sop- 
, arajiing out, if you will, the question oCjwhat the definition or what 
the^lemonts of a definitional chang^iwould be and answer this 
^t. 9"58pi^V W0UI4 you^^;^^^ far ae thop^^ll gt^ant 

and thd'GSL independent Student denhition is concerned, would it 
or wouldn't it be better to have the definition ii; the. statute as pp- 
/ posed to having it subjected to annual regulatioiS? 

Mr. Jepskn.JV depends what's in the statute; I would say the 
T statute. 

""^^ Ms. Berkshire. I thinlc I will calLFranic. IJhink I would qualify 
that alsb, dopiendi^g on what was to be put in the statute, but 
given what's come do>Vn the pike overitho last couple of years, 
probably a statutory provision would be preferable. 

Mn Smith. My ireaction would be the same. " v» 

Mr. GLAjpiEUX. I would say^e statute. F would like.to s6e Con- 
gress take it on and deliberate and decide the issue. 

Mr. KooovsEK. The Chair thanki? you for your testimony this 
, morning and the meeting is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at ll:12 a.m., on.October 27, 1983, the subcommftiee 
was adjourned.] 



